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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

Introduction and Disclaimer 

The purpose of this book is to examine actions of United States government officials and/or 
agencies, according to official and mainstream media sources, for failures or potential failures to 
perform one or more of the following: 


1. Properly execute justice 

2. Operate with reasonable transparency 

3. Appropriately address instances of dereliction of duty 
4. Appropriately address instances of corruption 


Every detail found in each section can also be found in one or more of the sources listed at the 
end of that section. Meaningful rebuttals, counter-rebuttals, etc., to the main points covered in 
this book have been included to the best of my ability and awareness. 


This book does not assert that every detail of every section is true. In fact, every detail cannot 
possibly be true since some details contradict others. This book also does not assert that all 
sources cited espouse the overall narrative of their sections or the book as a whole. In fact, 
occasionally sources cited are skeptical or derisive of said narratives. 


The method of research used for developing this book has been called “open-source 
intelligence” because intelligence agencies develop most of their insights by searching through 
publicly available repositories of information. In the 2006 film, “9/11 Press for Truth,” which 
documents the creation of the 9/11 Commission, veteran CIA analyst Ray McGovern stated: 


“The whole mystique of intelligence is that you acquire this very valuable information 
covertly. [However] if the truth be told, about 80 percent of the information that one 
needs is available in open-source materials.” 


Open-source intelligence involves accumulating seemingly unrelated or loosely related data 
points from articles/books which are often given low priority/visibility in daily news cycles. 
However, once assembled they can form accurate narratives that may differ greatly from 
narratives being promoted by a given country’s government. 


This book contains copyrighted material such as media excerpts that have not been specifically 
authorized by the copyright owner. This material is included to advance the education of 
criminal justice, historical, political, and economic issues. | believe this constitutes a “fair use” of 
such material as provided for in section 107 of the U.S. Copyright Law. However, if the copyright 
owner believes my use of such material does not constitute fair use and would like it removed, 
please contact me through my website, www.danielbecklessons.com, and I will accommodate 
all reasonable requests. 


This book is available free of charge through my website, www.danielbecklessons.com. If you 
benefit from this and other books/papers/articles I’ve written, please consider supporting my 


work with a donation through my website. Regardless of whether you donate, thank you 
sincerely for taking the time to familiarize yourself with this important information. 


How To Find Original Sources 

As stated, every detail found in each section can also be found in one or more of the sources 
listed at the end of that section. The reader can determine from which source any given detail 
originates by examining the language included in the body (such as “according to the New York 
Times in September of 2001”) and then finding the source name, date, and title at the end of the 
section that most natural fits the language provided in the body. | also occasionally list 
supplementary sources that are not mentioned by name in the body of their sections. 


For media article sources, | typically include the outlet name, date, and title. | only include the 
name of the journalist when | draw specific attention to him or her in the body of the section. | 
do not list URLs because they frequently change over time. 


Most of the sources cited in this book (not including copyrighted books) can currently be found 
at these links: 





govt-support-material 


These links can also be accessed through my website, www.danielbecklessons.com. Public 
domain sources are not password protected. Copyrighted media articles/excerpts are contained 
in a password-protected Microsoft Word file. The password is: flightofficial. 


Sometimes authors of online content offer to e-mail media article text to interested parties 
rather than publicly posting copyrighted material. Password protecting the aforementioned 
Word file is my alternative attempt to provide access to original sources to interested parties 
without making them publicly accessible, per se, but also without burdening myself with 
perpetual e-mail replies. In any event, | believe all articles cited are legitimate candidates for 
“Fair Use” coverage since they are valuable for the advancement of education in criminal justice, 
historical, political, and economic issues related to 9/11 and the war on terror. Nevertheless, if 
the copyright owner objects to my offering such access, please contact me through my website, 
www.danielbecklessons.com, and | will accommodate all reasonable requests. 


If at any point in the future the links shown above not active, most sources | cite can easily be 
found online by copying and pasting the title of the article/book/paper — enclosed in quotes — in 
a search engine such as DuckDuckGo or Google. For example, one might perform a quote- 
enclosed search for the following phrase to find the New York Times article with this title: 


“Pentagon Tracked Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 


Enclosing a word or phrase in quotes causes a search engine to look for the exact wording 
entered rather than everything related to that word or phrase. 


If searching for the title of the article does not work, a second step is to perform a quote- 
enclosed search for an excerpt from the article/book/paper. This is one reason | include copious 
excerpts (in addition to highlighting or substantiating key points). For example, if the search 
engine one used had trouble finding the aforementioned New York Times headline, one could 
copy part of the following excerpt from that article, enclose it in quotes, and perform the 
search: 


“During the hour or so that American Airlines Flight 77 was under the control of 
hijackers, up to the moment it struck the west side of the Pentagon, military officials in a 
command center on the east side of the building were urgently talking to law 
enforcement and air traffic control officials about what to do.” 


Note that some news media articles have been removed from the outlet’s website archives. 
However, in such cases, all or part of the article has often been reproduced by other websites. 


If the first two steps don’t work, a third step is to perform searches of different combinations of 
keywords. For example, to find the aforementioned New York Times headline, one might enter 
different combinations of the following keywords (not enclosed in quotations) into a search 
engine such as DuckDuckGo or Google: 


flight 77 pentagon military crash 9/11 new york times 


If none of these steps work, a fourth step is to go to the website https://archive.org/ and retry 
the first three steps using its homepage search engine. This repository website sometimes has 
media articles that are difficult to find elsewhere on the internet even when using top-tier 
search engines. 


| cite/quote numerous 9/11 Commission reports, public hearing transcripts, interviews, and 
memoranda for the record (MFR’s) throughout this book. Here are some useful URLs that are 
functional as of 2021 for finding such material. 


9/11 Commission Website and Transcripts of Several Public Hearings 
http://www.9-11commission.gov 
https://govinfo.library.unt.edu/911/archive/hearing12/9-11Commission Hearing 2004- 





06-17.htm 





Archives of 9/11 Commission MFR’s (Memoranda for the Record) and Other Related 
Documents/Information 

https://www.scribd.com/directory/documents/t/1/144 
https://www.scribd.com/directory/documents/d/13/149 


http://www.911myths.com/index.php/9-11 Commission Records#Box_DH.1 
http://www.scribd.com/911DocumentArchive 
https://www.archives.gov/research/9-11/commission-series.html 
https://www.archives.gov/research/9-11/commission-memoranda.html 


As stated, some news media articles have been removed from the outlet’s website archives, but 
have been reproduced in full or in part by other websites. Here are five journalistic-themed 
websites that are useful for finding such reproductions. The first link — historycommons — is a 
completely neutral, searchable timeline of events with journalistic/academic/official citations 
for every detail it documents. It is the single most powerful research tool for War on Terror- 
related topics on the internet. The second link — 911myths — advocates mostly official narratives 
and contains a series of articles with useful journalistic/academic/official citations and excerpts. 
The third and fourth links — wanttoknow and newsmine — advocate mostly anti-official narratives 
and contain long lists of categorized mainstream media excerpts. The fifth link — consensus911 — 
advocates anti-official narratives and contains a series of articles with useful 
journalistic/academic/official citations and excerpts. 


ie Journalistic-Themed 9/11 Websites 





http://www.911myths.com/index.php?title=Main Page 
https://www.wanttoknow.info/911information 
http://newsmine.org/content.php?folder=9-11 
https://www.consensus911.or 


A Condensed Version in Less Than One Hour 

The remainder of this chapter is comprised of short summaries of every chapter that follows. 
Collectively, these summaries take less than one hour to read for the average reader and 
contain vital and often shocking narratives which most people have never heard. 


The goal of these summaries is brevity. Therefore, they necessarily do not address every 
meaningful rebuttal or counter-rebuttal contained in the body of the book. However, in my 
opinion, a large majority of these points are equally provocative or more provocative when read 
in their full context. 


Not everyone is interested in history or willing to spend several hours reading a full-length 
history book such as this one. However, virtually every person on earth has been affected 
politically, financially, and/or psychologically by 9/11 and the subsequent war on terror. 
Therefore, | am convinced it is a worthwhile investment for any person with access to this book 
to spend the less than one hour required to read these summaries. 


After reading these summaries, the reader should be able to easily navigate to any 
chapter/section of the book from which he or she would like to learn more information. Take 
note that similar or identical summaries also appear as the introductions of most chapters. 
Therefore, chapter introductions can certainly be skipped for those who do not wish to read 
them a second time. 


For this chapter only, | list all sources at the end rather than after each section because my 
greater priority is seamless readability rather than immediate visibility of the sources. However, 


because the sources are still essential, | include them in the body of the writing as bold, 
abridged text in parenthesis after each detail or group of details. Here are some acronyms | 
make use of: 


Media Outlets 

ABC =American Broadcasting Corporation 
AP = Associated Press 

BBC = British Broadcasting Corporation 
CBC = Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 
CBS = Columbia Broadcasting System 
CNN = Cable News Network 

LAT = Los Angeles Times 

NBC = National Broadcasting Corporation 
NYT = New York Times 

PBS = Public Broadcasting System 

UPI = United Press International 

WAPO = Washington Post 


9/11 Commission/Congress Acronym 
Com = 9/11 Commission 

Test = Public Hearing Testimony 

MFR = Memorandum for the Record 


Government Entities 

DOD = Department of Defense 

DOJ = Department of Justice 

DOT = Department of Transportation 

FAA = Federal Aviation Administration 

FBI = Federal Bureau of Investigation 

NEADS = Northeast Air Defense Sector (part of NORAD) 
NORAD = North American Aerospace Defense Command 
NMCC = National Military Command Center (U.S. military headquarters inside Pentagon) 
NTSB = National Transportation Safety Board 

OIG = Office of Inspector General 


For books or papers, | include only the author’s last name. For example: 


Bush = President George W. Bush 

Clark = White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clark 

Shenon = New York Times investigative journalist Philip Shenon 
Kean/Hamilton = 9/11 Commission Chairmen Thomas Kean and Lee Hamilton 


When citing a firsthand interview or quotation, | include both the source and the last name of 
the interviewee. For example: 


ABC-Winfield = ABC’s interview with Brigadier General Montague Winfield 
Com-Belger Test = FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger’s 9/11 Commission public 
hearing testimony 


Com-Garvey MFR = FAA Administrator Jane Garvey’s 9/11 Commission staff interview 
memorandum 


When citing the 9/11 Commission Report, | include pages numbers and footnote numbers, if 
applicable. For example: 


Com-pg. 39, 458 FN 116 = Pages 30 and 458, footnote 116 of the 9/11 Commission 
Report 


Finally, some media outlets which are not commonly known in the 2020s were nevertheless 
considered household names in the early 2000s. Examples include Newhouse News and 
Newsday. 


Summary of Chapter 2 (The 9/11 Commission) 

(1) The Bush administration actively opposed an independent investigation into the 9/11 
attacks, arguing that it would expose sensitive intelligence and interfere with the war on terror 
(CBS, CNN, Newsweek). It eventually succumbed to public pressure and agreed to the formation 
of the 9/11 Commission, which was comprised of ten bipartisan Commissioners headed by two 
Chairmen, and a research staff headed by an Executive Director (Time). The Commission was 
allocated a tiny budget ($3 million) and a short timeline (18 months) (Time), which later 
prompted both Chairmen to say that it was set up to fail (CBC, C-SPAN). President Bush and Vice 
President Cheney both refused to speak to the Commissioners publicly or on the record (CBS, 
NYT). 


(2) In 2008, New York Times investigative journalist Philip Shenon wrote a book entitled, “The 
Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” which was subsequently 
covered by numerous media outlets. This worked it cited frequently hereafter. Philip Zelikow 
was appointed the Executive Director of the Commission. Zelikow was a member of Bush’s 
White House transition team (NYT) and had worked closely with White House National Security 
Advisor Condoleezza Rice since the 1980s (AP). During the transition, Zelikow worked to demote 
perennial (since the 1980s) White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke and restrict his access 
to the president and his cabinet (ABC, AP, Clarke, Guardian, Shenon (NYT journalist), UPI, 
WAPO), despite having two years earlier written about the possibility of a terrorism attack 
destroying the World Trade Center towers followed by an erosion of civil liberties and a ramp-up 
in government surveillance of citizens (Foreign Affairs). Zelikow also authored the 
administration’s war on terror declaration and the Bush preemptive war doctrine, which 
became the primary justification for the Iraq War (C-SPAN, NYT Mag, Shenon, WAPO). 


(3) None of Zelikow’s links to Rice or the Bush administration was included on his resume for the 
Executive Director position or disclosed at the time of his appointment (ABC, AP, Guardian, 
Shenon). When these links were later discovered, both the Commission staff and the victims’ 
relatives called for his removal. However, the Chairmen only agreed to recuse him from a small 
slice of the investigation (NTY, Shenon). The Commission staff jested about how Zelikow’s 
conflicts of interest could possibly be any more glaring and he was often perceived by them as 
trying to shield the White House from criticism (AP, Shenon). 


(4) Zelikow exercised full control over who to hire for staff and all communications between the 
staff and the Commissioners. He developed a complete outline of the final report after three 


months even though the investigation had barely begun (Shenon). He also regularly broke the 
formal ban against private phone calls with top White House officials and then ordered his 
assistant not to log the calls (AP, Shenon). 


(5) Despite months of subpoena warnings in 2003, the administration withheld intelligence 
documents from most of the Commissioners and instead only provided vetted summary notes 
(AP, NYT). The Commissioners again threatened subpoena in 2004 when the administration 
withheld copies of the President’s pre-9/11 daily intelligence briefs. However, Zelikow worked 
48 straight hours to prepare White House-vetted summary notes in lieu of the briefs 
themselves, which the Commissioners accepted under pressure from the administration, to the 
victims’ families’ dismay (Shenon). 


(6) In December of 2014, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence completed a report on 
enhanced CIA interrogation techniques used on 9/11 detainees and publicly released an 
executive summary despite CIA resistance. The techniques included simulated drowning, 
medically unnecessary “rectal feeding,” being forced to remain awake for up to 7.5 days straight 
while shackled standing up, being kept naked and in total darkness and isolation for days at a 
time with occasional ice baths and beatings, being tied tightly into painful positions for hours at 
a time with the bonds tightened every hour, being severely beaten while wearing hoods, being 
forced to stand on broken limbs for hours at a time, being threatened with the rape and murder 
of parents and children, being forced to unwittingly participate in mock executions and games of 
Russian Roulette, and being forced into extremely small spaces (sometimes filled with insects) 
for long time periods (ABC (12/9/2014), Guardian (12/9/2014), NBC x2 (12/9/2014)). Several of 
these techniques were used on Khalid Sheik Mohammed, whose testimony was most central to 
the official 9/11 narrative (NBC (12/9/2014)). 


The Senate Select Committee concluded that the enhanced interrogation techniques were 
either useless or counterproductive in convincing detainees to reveal accurate information that 
they would have otherwise withheld (NBC (12/9/2014)). Several detainees confessed outright to 
telling interrogators whatever they thought they wanted to hear to make the interrogations 
stop. At least one detainee was told the interrogations would not stop until he signed a 
confession he was not even allowed to read (NBC News (1/30/2008)). 


The Senate report also found that the CIA for years justified the enhanced interrogation 
techniques to Congress, the Justice Department, the press, and the public with false information 
about the results it yielded. Furthermore, the CIA actively opposed national security by 
disallowing access to Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and other high-value detainees by the FBI, 
Congress, the State Department, the 9/11 Commission, the Director of National Intelligence, and 
even the CIA’s own inspector general. This was despite FBI Director Robert Mueller insisting 
such access would help the FBI understand threats to U.S. cities (NBC x2 (12/9/2014)). 


Testimony extracted using the CIA’s methods is not legally admissible in courtrooms due to the 
likelihood of false confessions. Therefore, the CIA detainees were ineligible to be criminally 
prosecuted (NBC News (1/30/2008), LAT (6/5/2008), MSNBC, 10/24/2006, LAT (6/5/2008)). 
Both Vice President Cheney (LAT, 12/16/2008, CBS News, 12/16/2008) and Defense Secretary 
Rumsfeld (MSNBC, 10/24/2006) personally approved the interrogation methods. 


All of this is devastating to the credibility of the 9/11 Commission Report. 441 of the 9/11 
Commission final report’s 1700-plus footnotes were based on the CIA enhanced interrogation 
techniques. The 441 footnotes served as the foundation for the report’s most crucial three 
chapters, which covered initial planning, hijacker arrivals into the United States, and execution 
of the attacks (NBC News (1/30/2008)). The Senate report likewise called into question the 
accuracy of the 9/11 Commission report (NBC (12/9/2014)). However, the 9/11 Commission 
Report did not mention the suspect interrogation methods or the doubtful reliability of the 
responses they elicited (Newsweek, 3/13/2009). 


CIA Director Tenet, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, the Justice Department, and the White House 
refused to allow the 9/11 Commission access to the detainees or even to observe them being 
questioned through one-way glass. The CIA refused to answer the 9/11 Commission’s questions 
about how they assessed the credibility of the detainees’ responses (NYT (12/8/2007, 
1/2/2008)). Furthermore, the CIA destroyed several 92 tapes of detainees being interrogated 
years after telling the 9/11 Commission it turned over all material related to the interrogations 
(NYT (12/8/2007), Newsweek (3/13/2009)), which prompted the Chairmen to call for a criminal 
probe (NYT (1/2/2008)). 


The Guantanamo Bay translator used in the interrogations failed his basic translator proficiency 
exam. However, public testimony of this fact in court was said to jeopardize national security 
and thus disallowed (USA Today (11/26/2006)). Further, Al Qaeda spies infiltrated the 
Pentagon’s Islamic chaplaincy and translator programs and gained access to 9/11 detainees 
(ABC News (9/29/2003), MSNBC (10/23/2003), NBC (10/23/2003), Newsweek (10/1/2003)). 


Summary of Chapter 3 (NORAD, the Pentagon and the FAA) 

NORAD fighters were regularly scrambled dozens of times per year to intercept aircraft which 
lost radio contact, turned off a transponder, and/or deviated off course (AP, Calgary Herald). 
Shortly before 9/11, the Bush administration removed NORAD commanders’ decades-long 
unilateral authority to launch fighter jets (NY Observer) and sought to decrease the number of 
U.S. fighter jets on 24-hour alert (LAT). The FAA had no formal communication channel directly 
to NORAD. To obtain assistance from the military, the FAA was required for over 30 years to use 
the “hijack net” phone bridge with Pentagon’s National Military Command Center (NMCC) to 
gain the Defense Secretary’s approval and liaison with NORAD (Com-Belger Test, NYT). Other 
federal agencies such as the White House/Secret Service and FBI likewise joined the hijack net 
during a hijacking (Com-Belger Test). 


Summary of Chapter 4 (The Start Time) 

FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Mike Weikert opened the hijack net at 8:50 after hearing of 
the first WTC impact (Com-Weikert MFR). This early start time was corroborated by statements 
from numerous FAA/White House/NORAD sources, including: 


e FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger (firsthand witness) (Com-Belger MFR+Test) 

e FAA Federal Security Manager Pete Falcone (firsthand witness) (Com-Falcone MFR) 

e FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager (formerly FAA liaison to Air Force) Dan Noel 
Garvey (firsthand witness) (Com-Noel MFR) 

e FAA Administrator Jane Garvey (firsthand witness) (Com-Garvey MFR+Test) 

e FAA Manager Lynn Asmus (Com-Asmus Test) 
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e FAA Manager Linda Schuessler (Com-Schuessler Test) 

e FAA Chronology ADA-30 (official 9/11 chronology) (FAA) 

e Air Force official 9/11 history entitled “Air War Over America” (Air Force) 

e Air Force Vice Commander Colonel William Scott (Com-Scott Test) 

e Air Force Secretary General Craig McKinley (Com-McKinley Test) 

e NORAD Continental Commander Major General Arnold (firsthand witness) (Com-Arnold 
Test) 

e Vice President Cheney (NYT-Cheney) 


Various agencies (Weikert listed FBI, State Department, White House situation room, DOD) 
joined the hijack net promptly (Com-Weikert MFR). However, the NMCC — a formally required 
liaison between the FAA and NORAD - forsook its thirty-year history of prompt participation and 
did not join until half an hour later at 9:20 (Com-Weikert MFR, Com-Belger MFR+Test, Com- 
Falcone MER, FAA). 


However, the 9/11 Commission lied and said the hijack net did begin or link in any other 
government agencies before 9:20 (Com-pg. 36, 462). Chronologies of the hijack net were 
generated (Com-Weikert MFR, Com-Belger MFR). However, the Justice Department withheld 
them from the public domain and the 9/11 Commission did not cite them as sources (Com- 
Belger MFR). 


Summary of Chapter 5 (The Witnesses) 

Over two dozen sources provided broad agreement that the FAA provided useful, timely 
information regarding Flights 77 and 93 to NORAD, the White House/Secret Service, and the 
Pentagon and that fighter jets were scrambled from Langley Air Base at 9:24 in response to one 
or both of these flights. Every one of these sources is quoted — sometimes extensively — in 
Chapter 5. Several are official FAA/NORAD/Air Force records or chronologies. Several others are 
highly detailed firsthand accounts by FAA/NORAD/White House/Secret Service officials. The 
sources include: 


1. FAA Administrator Jane Garvey (Com-Garvey Test) 

2. FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger (firsthand witness) (Com-Belger MFR+Test) 

3. FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Michael Weikert (firsthand witness) (Com-Weikert 
MFR) 

4. FAA Federal Security Manager Pete Falcone (Com-Falcone MFR) 

5. FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager Dan Noel (Com-Noel MFR) 

6. FAA Manager Lynn Asmus (Com-Asmus Test) 

7. FAA Manager Linda Schuessler (Com-Schuessler Test) 

8. FAA Head of Presidential Movements Terry Van Steenbergen (Com-Steenbergen MFR) 

9. FAA Chronology ADA-30 (FAA) 

10. FAA Chronology of Events on September 11, 2001 press release (FAA) 

11. NORAD Response Times press release (NORAD) 

12. NORAD Commander General Eberhart (Congress-Eberhart Test) 

13. Air Force Vice Commander Colonel William Scott (Com-Scott Test) 

14. Air Force Secretary General Craig McKinley (Com-McKinley Test) 

15. NORAD Continental Commander Major General Arnold (firsthand witness) (Com-Arnold 
Test, Air Force-Arnold) 
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16. 
17. 


18. 
19. 


20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 


26. 
27. 


28. 


Air Force Official 9/11 History (Air Force) 

NEADS Commander Colonel Robert Marr (firsthand witness) (Com-Marr MER, Air Force- 
Marr, ABC-Marr, Newhouse News-Marr) 

NEADS Lieutenant Jeremy Powell (firsthand witness) (Com-Powell MFR) 
Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta (firsthand witness) (Com-Mineta Test, ABC- 
Mineta, MSNBC-Mineta) 

Secret Service Agent Barbara Riggs (firsthand witness) (Cornell University-Riggs) 

Vice President Cheney (NYT-Cheney) 

Secret Service Agent Nelson Garabito (firsthand witness) (Com-Garabito MFR) 

White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke (firsthand witness) (Clarke-book, ABC- 
Clarke) 

NMCC DDO Brigadier General Montague Winfield (firsthand witness) (ABC-Winfield, 
ABC) 

Acting Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers (firsthand witness) (Myers, 
Congress-Myers) 

Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff General Hugh Shelton (Shelton) 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz (firsthand witness) (PBS-Wolfowitz, 
Pentagon-Wolfowitz, NYT-Wolfowitz) 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews (Naval Post 
Graduate School-Andres) 


Here is a chart to help visualize these sources and the accounts they shared: 
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Selita and Evidence Contradicted by the 9/11 Commission Report 


FAA Hijack 
Source of Evidence 


FAA Administrator Jane Garvey 








FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger 





FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Michael Weikert 
FAA Federal Security Manager Pete Falcone 
FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager Dan Noel 
FAA Manager Lynn Asmus 








FAA Manager Linda Schuessler 
FAA Head of Presidential Movements Terry Van Steenbergen 
| FAA Chronology ADA-30 | 
| FAA Chronology of Events pressrelease_ | | 















































[ER - statea directly [[__]=tmpties [x |+ Firsthand witness [___o _]=Flip-Flopped 





ag] 
= 


These accounts can be distilled into nine key assertions: 


Timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over the 
hijack net. 

Timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over the 
White House teleconference. 

The military learned that Flight 77 was hijacked before it crashed. 

The military learned that Flight 93 was hijacked before it crashed. 

The 9:24 Langley scramble was in response to information shared by the FAA with the 
military regarding Flights 77 and 93. 

Brigadier General Winfield was the NMCC Deputy Director of Operations during the 
attacks and was involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to track Flight 93 before it 
crashed. 

Acting Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers joined the White 
House teleconference and was involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to track Flight 
93 before it crashed. 

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld joined the White House teleconference and was 
involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 before it crashed. 

Vice President Cheney was in the PEOC well in advance of Flight 77’s approach to 
Washington D.C. He received and passed on the presidential shoot-down authorization 
prior to the Flight 93 crashing. And he was involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 
before it crashed. 


However, the 9/11 Commission Report asserted that virtually every detail of every one of these 
accounts was false. Specifically, the 9/11 Commission claimed: 


Pw 


No timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over 
the hijack net (Com-pg. 36). 

No timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over 
the White House teleconference (Com-pg. 36). 

The military did not learn that Flight 77 was hijacked before it crashed (Com-pg. 36). 
The military did not learn that Flight 93 was hijacked before it crashed (Com-pg. 36). 
The 9:24 Langley scramble was not in response to Flight 77 or 93, but to an erroneous 
report that Flight 11 did not hit the WTC North Tower at 8:46, but continued on toward 
Washington D.C. (Com-pg. 34). 

Brigadier General Winfield was not the NMCC Deputy Director of Operations during the 
attacks and was not involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to track Flight 93 before 
it crashed (Com-pgs. 37, 447, 463 FN 192). 

Acting Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers did not join the 
White House teleconference and was not involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to 
track Flight 93 before it crashed (Com-pg. 38). 

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld did not join the White House teleconference and 
was not involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 before it crashed (Com-pg. 38). 
Vice President Cheney did not enter the PEOC until about 10 AM. He did not receive or 
pass presidential shoot-down authorization until after Flight 93 crashed. He was not 
involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 before it crashed (Com-pg. 40). 


14 


Summary of Chapter 6 (The Hijack Net) 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission Report rejected broad agreement amongst 
FAA/NORAD/White House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources about the FAA hijack net providing 
useful, timely information on Flights 77 and 93. This rejection was based on a staff interview of 
one low-level NMCC officer — Major Charles Chambers — who contradictorily said both that no 
useful information was shared over the FAA hijack net and that he only monitored it periodically 
(Com-pg. 36). Chambers further claimed that he and the up to two hundred other 
officers/civilians working in the NMCC (NYT) had more important things to do than pay 
attention (Com-pg. 36) to the only, formal, required channel by which the FAA could obtain 
assistance from the military for over three decades (Com-Belger Test). 


The 9/11 Commission then lied and said FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Mike Weikert 
agreed with Chambers that the hijack net played no role in coordinating a response to the 
attacks (Com-pg. 36) when in fact Weikert plainly told the Commission staff precisely the 
opposite (Com-Weikert MFR). 


The 9/11 Commission accepted Chambers’ implausible claim that no recording or transcript of 
the FAA hijack net existed (Com-Chambers MFR) even though attack-response communications 
at numerous FAA and NORAD facilities were recorded (Kean/Hamilton, Rutgers, NYT). In fact, 
the hijack net content could largely have been reconstructed from these other facilities’ 
recordings since so many of them participated in it (Com-Belger Test, Com-Garvey Test). 


The FAA made the same implausible claim, but Transportation Department Inspector General 
Kenneth Mead told the 9/11 Commission staff a hijack net recording did exist and was taken 
into the custody of the Department of Justice (Com-FAA Site Visit MFR). This aligned with 
Monte Belger’s assertion that he received prepared chronologies of the hijack net, which the 
Justice Department then classified (Com-Belger MFR). 


Summary of Chapter 7 (The White House Teleconference) 

White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke led the White House teleconference and said its 
participants — including Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
General Myers, and later Deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz — were warned by the FAA via 
Administrator Jane Garvey of Flight 93 before the Pentagon impact and received presidential 
shoot-down authorization via Vice President Cheney between 9:42 and 9:54 (Clarke). The 9/11 
Commission rejected all of these points, never sought to question Clark about them when he 
testified or afterward, and did not quote cite any recording or transcript of the teleconference 
(Com-pg. 36-41, Com-Clark Test) even though there were participants known to have recorded 
their communications (Rutgers, NYT, Com-Belger Test, Com-Garvey Test) by which the White 
House teleconference content could have been reconstructed. 


Summary of Chapter 8 (The Flight 77 Alert) 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission rejected broad agreement amongst FAA/NORAD/White 
House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources — in addition to media reports (NYT, Newsday, WAPO) 
— concerning the military’s early notification of Flight 77. Instead, the 9/11 Commission claimed 
the military never heard Flight 77 was hijacked until after it hit the Pentagon (Com-pg. 25-26, 
34). 
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To support its position, the 9/11 Commission cited one 9:34 call in which a Washington 
controller told a NEADS technician Flight 77 was lost (Com-pg. 27). This call by itself did not 
come close to proving all other sources were inaccurate, particularly the highly detailed, 
sourced-cited testimonies of Colonel Scott and Major General McKinley (Com-Scott Test, Com- 
McKinley Test) and the harmonious firsthand accounts of NORADS’ entire command chain — 
Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold, NEADS Commander Colonel Marr, and 
NEADS technician Jeremy Powell — that the 9:24 Langley scramble was precipitated by FAA 
reports of both Flight 77 and Flight 93 (Com-Arnold Test, Com-Marr MFR, Com-Powell MFR, 
Com-OlG Letter). Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission publicly released the one phone call that 
supported its narrative and withheld all contradictory evidence cited (Rutgers, NYT). 


The 9/11 Commission used unknown, non-credentialed contractors to review all FAA 
documents, transcripts, and tape recordings related to Flight 77 (Com-pg. 460 FN 144). It then 
generated zero documentation of interviews with these contractors insofar as their names (John 
and Charles Thomas) are listed nowhere in the 9/11 Commission’s online MFR (Memoranda for 
the Record) archives (National Archives) or in its 145-page “Finding Aid” which purports to list 
all interview subjects and materials (Com-Finding Aid). It also blatantly sought to draw attention 
away from the FAA’s Washington region through which Flight 77 traveled for most of its 36- 
minute approach to Washington D.C. First, it spent several paragraphs going into detail about 
what Indianapolis controllers were thinking and doing after Flight 77’s transponder turned off, 
but never once mentioned the Washington flight controllers in whose region Flight 77 traveled 
(Com-pg. 25-26). Second, its FAA Air Traffic Control Center map left the Washington Center’s 
entire region unshaded and unlabeled, in contrast to every other northeast Air Traffic Control 
region where hijacked planes flew on 9/11 (Com-pg. 15). 


Summary of Chapter 9 (The Flight 93 Alert) 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission rejected broad agreement amongst FAA/NORAD/White 
House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources — in addition to media reports (AP, CBS, WAPO) — 
concerning the military’s early notification of Flight 93. Of particular interest were the highly 
specific and harmonious firsthand accounts by NORAD’s command chain consisting of NORAD 
Continental Commander Arnold (Com-Arnold Test, Air Force-Arnold), NEADS Commander Marr 
(Com-Marr MFR, Air Force-Marr, ABC-Marr, Newhouse News-Marr, Com-OlG Letter), and 
NEADS Technician Powell (Com-Powell MFR) of tracking Flight 93 as it headed west, expressing 
concern that it might hit a target in Chicago or Detroit, watching it turn back toward Washington 
D.C. radar, and ordering the Langley scramble in response. While all NEADS conversations were 
always recorded (Kean/Hamilton), Powell specifically said this Flight 93 tracking conversation 
was recorded (Com-Powell MFR). 


Of additional interest are somewhat specific and harmonious firsthand accounts of Brigadier 
General Winfield (ABC-Winfield), Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers (Myers, 
Congress-Myers), and Defense Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz (PBS-Wolfowitz, Pentagon- 
Wolfowitz, NYT-Wolfowitz) tracking and preparing to shoot down Flight 93 from within the 
NMCC. Cleveland flight controllers were in a position to corroborate their reports, but were 
gagged by the government (Independent). 


Instead, the 9/11 Commission claimed the military never learned about Flight 93 until after it 


crashed — over half an hour after it was hijacked (Com-pg. 30, 34). To support this position, it 
cited one 10:07 call in which a Cleveland controller told a NEADS technician Flight 93 was 
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hijacked (Com-pg. 30). This call by itself did not come close to proving all other sources were 
inaccurate. Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission publicly released the one phone call that 
supported its narrative and withheld all contradictory evidence cited (Rutgers, NYT). 


The 9/11 Commission’s narrative also ridiculously implied that the FAA Command Center 
personnel never mentioned Flight 93 over the hijack net for over half an after learning about it 
(Com-pg. 28), military liaisons there never reached out to the other military personnel for over 
half an hour (Com-Belger Test), and the military liaisons at the Cleveland Center never reached 
out to other military personnel for over half an hour (Com-pg. 28, 30) — all in the middle of a 
known terrorist attack involving multiple hijacked commercial airliners. 


The 9/11 Commission claimed Flight 93 was proceeding normally at 9:16 to support its assertion 
that the widely reported 9:16 alert could not have happened (Com-pg. 34). However, no aircraft 
in the northeastern United States were proceeding normally due to the FAA’s unprecedented 
measures to clear the skies in the entire region (Air Force), which resulted in course deviations 
and may have contributed to the numerous erroneous hijack reports that morning (Com-pg. 28, 
Clarke, Belger-MFR). However, even if the 9:16 alert was not due to a course deviation, it is 
highly likely it was identified as an early potential hijack by the FBI/FAA through the use of 
passenger profiling, just like Delta 1989 was considered a possible hijack due to passenger 
profiling around the same time (Com-Weikert MFR), Com-Belger Test, Com-Garvey MFR). 


Summary of Chapter 10 (The Langley Scramble) 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission rejected broad agreement amongst FAA/NORAD/White 
House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources that Flight 77 and/or Flight 93 were the cause of the 
Langley scramble. Of particular interest were the harmonious firsthand accounts of the NORAD 
command chain consisting of NORAD Continental Commander Arnold (Com-Arnold Test, Air 
Force-Arnold), NEADS Commander Marr (Com-Marr MFR, Air Force-Marr, ABC-Marr, 
Newhouse News-Marr), and NEADS Technician Powell (Com-Powell MFR) who authorized, 
ordered, and executed the scramble. Also of interest were the harmonious firsthand accounts of 
FAA hijack net managers Belger (Com-Belger MFR) and Weikert (Com-Weikert MFR). 


The 9/11 Commission instead claimed the scramble was caused by an erroneous report that 
Flight 11, which hit the World Trade Center at 8:46, was still airborne and heading toward 
Washington D.C. (Com-pg. 34). To support its position, it cited/quoted a 9:21 call between 
NEADS and the Boston Center’s military liaison concerning the phantom Flight 11 and a brief 
exchange between NEADS personnel (Com-pg. 26-27), which did not by itself come close to 
proving that prior awareness of Flights 77 and 93 was not the main driver of the scramble — 
particularly because both Arnold and Marr affirmed their awareness of the erroneous phantom 
Flight 11 report, but insisted it was not a main driver of the scramble order (Com-Marr MFR, Air 
Force-Marr, Air Force-Arnold). Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission publicly released the 
aforementioned recorded exchanges that supported its narrative and omitted all contradictory 
evidence cited (Rutgers, NYT). 


The 9/11 Commission dubiously claimed it could not discover the origin of the Boston Center’s 
erroneous phantom Flight 11 report (Com-pg. 26). This was despite all Boston Center 
communications having been recorded (Rutgers, NYT) and despite NEADS technicians (where all 
communications were likewise recorded (Kean/Hamilton)) having been linked in to Boston 
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controllers’ headsets so they could hear everything Boston heard in real-time (Newhouse 
News). 


The 9/11 Commission only asserted that the report must have been the FAA’s mistake, not the 
military’s (Com-pg. 26). This was perhaps to draw attention away from the fact that on 9/11, 
NORAD was in the midst of a days-long exercise known as “Vigilant Guardian”, which simulated 
multiple hijackings and even inserted false radar blips onto NEADS screens in the middle of the 
attacks. Thirty hours of audiotape from the NEADS’ control room released for the production of 
the Hollywood film “United 93” and analyzed by Vanity Fair revealed that the NEADS crew 
engaged in chases of multiple phantom hijackings due to exercise-related misinformation that 
peaked during the actual attacks. It is highly probable the phantom Flight 11 report was 
attributable to the exercise (Vanity Fair). However, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed 
that the exercise “expedited” NORAD’s response to the 9/11 attacks (Com-pg. 458 FN 116), as 
we will discuss in more detail shortly. 


The 9/11 Commission falsely claimed the military omitted any mention of the phantom Flight 11 
report in official documents (implying a cover-up) (Com-pg. 34), when in fact the official Air 
Force 9/11 history quoted both Arnold and Marr verbatim as being aware of it (Air force-Marr, 
Air Force-Arnold). 


Under credible threat of prosecution, the 9/11 Commission successfully convinced NORAD 
Commander Eberhart (Com-Eberhart MFR+Test) and NORAD Continental Commander Arnold 
(Com-Arnold MFR+Test) (but not Air Force Vice Commander Colonel Scott (Com-Scott MFR) or 
Air Force Secretary General McKinley (Com-McKinley MFR)) to flip flop and invited only them to 
the public unveiling of its new narrative during the June of 2004 public hearing so they could 
formalize their endorsement of it (Com-Eberhart Test, Com-Arnold Test). 


Summary of Chapter 11 (Brigadier General Winfield) 

Army Brigadier General Montague Winfield (ABC-Winfield) and acting Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers (Myers) gave detailed firsthand accounts of Winfield 
serving as the NMCC Deputy Director of Operations (DDO) while tracking and preparing to shoot 
down Flight 93 as it approached Washington D.C. on presidential authorization that was passed 
from Vice President Cheney. Their accounts harmonized with news reports by ABC and CNN, as 
well as the official JPAC (Joint POW/MIA Accounting Command) military website. 


However, the 9/11 Commission rejected this narrative and instead accepted the word of 
Winfield’s backup Captain Charles Joseph Leidig (Com-Leidig MFR+Test) and his assistant 
Commander Patrick Gardner (Com-Gardner MFR) that Leidig filled in for Winfield even though 
there was no corroborating entry in the DDO Pass Down Log (Com-Winfield MFR). As to why he 
filled in for Winfield, Leidig ridiculously claimed that Winfield could not be disturbed during the 
9/11 attacks because he was in an important meeting to discuss Air Force officer ratings (Com- 
Leidig MFR, Com-NM(CC Site Visit MFR). 


The 9/11 Commission classified its staff interview with Winfield in which they asked him about 

his detailed firsthand account on ABC news, the NMCC’s awareness of Flight 93, and why there 
was no DDO Pass Down Log entry (Com-Winfield MFR). The 9/11 Commission then invited only 
Leidig and not Winfield to the public unveiling of its new narrative that the military never 
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learned of Flight 93’s hijacking pre-impact so Leidig could formalize his endorsement of it (Com- 
Leidig Test). 


Summary of Chapter 12 (General Richard Myers) 

Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CICS) General Myers unequivocally claimed the 
month after 9/11 that he was away from the Pentagon and did not hear of the 2" WTC impact 
until the Pentagon strike (Military-Myers), but then backpedaled and said he heard just after it 
happened (Myers, Com-Myers MFR, NBC-Myers). However, White House Terrorism advisor 
Richard Clarke (Clark), CICS General Hugh Shelton (Shelton), and Army Secretary Thomas White 
(PBS-White) all said Myers was present at the Pentagon before and/or during the Pentagon 
strike. 


Myers also gave a highly detailed firsthand account of Brigadier General Winfield acting as the 
NMCC DDO and receiving presidential shoot-down authorization via Vice President Cheney 
while tracking Flight 93 unmistakably before 10 AM (Myers) — all of which was corroborated by 
Winfield (ABC-Winfield) and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz (PBS-Wolfowitz, 
Pentagon-Wolfowitz, NYT-Wolfowitz). However, Myers also absurdly told the 9/11 Commission 
that he didn’t arrive at the NMCC until after 10 AM (Com-Myers MER) and publicly endorsed its 
narrative that Winfield was not the DDO and the military never learned about Flight 93 pre- 
impact (Com-Myers Test). 


Summary of Chapter 13 (Defense Secretary Rumsfeld) 

The 9/11 Commission accepted Defense Secretary Rumsfeld’s testimony that he chose not to 
report to the NMCC or coordinate a military response for nearly an hour and a half (Com- 
Rumsfeld Test, Com-pg. 38) after realizing America was under attack (CBS-Rumsfeld), despite 
knowing no fighter jets could be launched (New York Observer, Com-pg. 17-18) and no 
commercial airlines could be shot down without his approval (Com-pg. 17). Instead, he 
continued a routine briefing (Com-Rumsfeld Test, Com-pg. 37), resisted calls to action by his 
staff (Pentagon-V. Clarke), and jeopardized himself and the nation’s security apparatus by going 
out to the Pentagon crash site after the Flight 77 crash (Pentagon-Jester, NYT, Com-pg. 37). 


However, White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke (Clarke), Acting Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews (Naval Postgraduate School- Andrews), Deputy 
Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz (Pentagon-Wolfowitz), and Army Secretary Thomas White 
(PBS-White) all said Rumsfeld was engaged in the military’s response much earlier via a 
teleconference studio near his office and/or the NMCC. Clarke and Wolfowitz specifically said he 
was involved in tracking and preparing to shoot down Flight 93. 


Summary of Chapter 14 (The Fake Transcript) 

The 9/11 Commission asserted that the NMCC never engaged with either the FAA hijack net or 
White House teleconference, but rather initiated its own separate teleconference at 9:29 — 26 
minutes after knowing the nation was under attack (Com-pg. 36-37). The 9/11 Commission 
further asserted that the NMCC’s teleconference failed to bring in anyone with useful 
knowledge from the FAA during the attacks (Com-pg. 36-37). The transcript from this 
teleconference was cited as the key piece of evidence to support the 9/11 Commission’s 
narrative that the NMCC did not track or prepare to shoot down Flight 93 while it was still 
airborne and that Winfield, Myers, Rumsfeld, and Cheney never engaged with the military’s 
response to the 9/11 attacks before Flight 93 crashed (Pentagon, Com-pg. 36-37, 463 FN 194- 
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196, 198, 200). However, this transcript was completely re-written by the offices of the Defense 
Secretary and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to make it “more accurate” than the original real-time 
recordings/transcript (Pentagon), which was never released to the public despite containing 
very little sensitive information that could easily have been redacted (NYT). 


Summary of Chapter 15 (Vice President Cheney) 

(1) Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta said in testimony and media interviews that he 
observed Vice President Dick Cheney in the PEOC shortly after 9:20 being given intermittent 
real-time information about Flight 77’s location as it approached Washington D.C. At the same 
time, Mineta spoke on the phone with FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger, who 
corroborated the same locations. Cheney then confirmed an order he gave before Mineta 
entered the room. Mineta inferred this to be a shoot-down order (Com-Mineta MFR, ABC- 
Mineta, MSNBC-Mineta), while others alleged it was a stand-down order, as we will discuss 
shortly. The 9/11 Commission omitted Mineta’s testimony from its report and removed it from 
its archives (MSNBC-Ventura). 


Mineta’s timeline harmonized with numerous eyewitnesses and media reports which said that 
Cheney was evacuated from his office just after the second plane hit the World Trade Center at 
9:03 and/or arrived in the PEOC before Flight 77 hit the Pentagon at 9:37. Sources included the 
New York Times, Telegraph, President Bush’s personal secretary Ashley Estes (CBS-Estes), 
White House Photographer David Bohrer (ABC-Bohrer), White House advisor Karl Rove (NBC- 
Rove), and White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke (Clarke, ABC-Clark). 


(2) Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission said Cheney remained in his office until just before the 
Flight 77 impact and then sat on a bench in the tunnel leading to the PEOC talking on the phone 
with President Bush until nearly 10 AM (Com-pg. 39-40) despite the PEOC being equipped with 
all the latest communications technology for coordinating America’s defenses (NYT-Cheney). To 
support its narrative, the 9/11 Commission cited informal remarks by Bush, the Cheney’s, Rice, 
and classified Secret Service sources (Com-pg. 39-40, 463-464 FN 204, 208-210, 213). The 9/11 
Commission staff did not believe Cheney’s account but was pressured by the White House not 
to convey their skepticism (Newsweek). The Chairman acknowledged a lack of certainty and 
documentation to corroborate the 9/11 Commission’s narrative (CBC-Hamilton). 


(3) As we have already seen, numerous sources agreed that the FAA, the White House/Secret 
Service, and the military tracked Flight 77 in real-time during its approach to Washington D.C., 
which would logically have led to Cheney’s immediate evacuation to the PEOC by the Secret 
Service. However, the 9/11 Commission claimed the opposite, citing one interview with a low- 
level NMCC officer (Major Chambers) and one phone 10:34 phone call between a Washington 
controller and a NEADS technician that did not prove the 9/11 Commission’s narrative. 


We have also already seen that numerous sources agreed that the FAA, the White House/Secret 
Service, and the military tracked Flight 93 in real-time during its approach to Washington D.C. 
and that Cheney passed on timely presidential shoot-down authorization to one or more 
fighters which were in a position to shoot down Flight 93 just before crashed. (Two additional 
media sources which reported timely shoot-down authorization include CNN and U.S. News and 
World Report.) 
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However, the 9/11 Commission said the Secret Service did not become aware that Flight 93 was 
approaching Washington D.C. until about the time it crashed, citing alternative classified Secret 
Service sources and the NMCC teleconference “transcript” (Com-pg. 41. 464 FN 217). As we 
have seen, this “transcript” was completely rewritten by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Defense Secretary’s office to make it “more accurate” than the original real-time transcript, 
which remains classified. 


The 9/11 Commission also claimed Cheney did not receive presidential shoot-down 
authorization until he called Bush after entering the PEOC at 10 AM, despite there being no 
documentary evidence to confirm the existence of the call (Com-pg. 40-41, 464 FN 216). The 
9/11 Commission then ridiculously claimed Cheney mistakenly ordered the shoot-down of Flight 
93 about fifteen minutes after it crashed, while he, the Secret Service, the PEOC, the NMCC, and 
all parties on the NMCC teleconference somehow mistakenly believed they were tracking the 
location of Flight 93 in real-time as being first 60 miles then 80 miles from a NORAD fighter jet 
(Com-pg. 40-41). To support this sequence, the 9/11 Commission cited informal remarks by 
Bush, the Cheney’s, Scooter Libby, Ari Fleischer, and Josh Bolton. It also cited NMCC 
teleconference “transcript” (Com-pg. 464-465 FN 218-222). 


Citing an interview with an unknown, undocumented, non-credentialed individual named Tim 
Grovack, the 9/11 Commission dubiously speculated that the NMCC teleconference participants 
must have been watching a projection of where Flight 93 would have been had it not crashed 
instead of its actual radar return (Com-pg. 41, 464 FN 217). Like John and Charles Thomas (who 
purportedly reviewed all Flight 77 evidence,) Tim Grovack’s name is found nowhere in the 9/11 
Commission’s online MFR (Memoranda for the Record) archives (National Archives) or in its 
145-page “Finding Aid” which purports to list all interview subjects and materials (Com-Finding 
Aid). 


(4) Numerous notable individuals alleged that Cheney and/or the military may have deliberately 
stood down America’s defenses during the 9/11 attacks, echoing about 36 percent of Americans 
polled in 2006 (Associated Press, Washington Post, New York Post, San Francisco Chronicle). 
Several of those individuals were members of the “Consensus 9/11 Panel” — an organization 
whose indictments of official 9/11 narratives have been covered by numerous media outlets 
such as NBC News, New York Times, Washington Post, Guardian, Daily Mail, Telegraph, Los 
Angeles Times, San Francisco Chronicle, PR Newswire, and MarketWatch. The organization has 
analyzed a series of “Consensus 9/11 Points” upon which all members agree there are 
insurmountable inconsistencies between public domain evidence and current official narratives. 


Consensus 9/11 Panel members have included: 


e David Ray Griffin (Nobel Prize nominee, theology professor, author of numerous 9/11 
books) 

e Morgan Reynolds (Department of Labor Chief Economist under President George W. 
Bush) 

e Robert Bowman (directed the “Star Wars” missile defense program under Presidents 
Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter) 

e Steven Jones (BYU Physics Professor, Principle Researcher for US Department of 
Energy’s Division of Advanced Energy Projects 1982-1991) 
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e Andreas von Buelow (German Parliament member, and Secretary of State for 
the German Ministry of Defense) (Consensus 9/11) 


Additionally, stand down allegations have been leveled by: 


e Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under President Ronald Reagan, Senior 
Military Affairs Journalist at the Naval Postgraduate School, author of the famous 1989 
political exposé, October Surprise) (Honegger) 

e Michael Meacher (British Cabinet Member and perennial Parliament Member) 
(Guardian-Meacher) 

e Jesse Ventura (former Minnesota State Governor) (Ventura, MSNBC- Ventura) 


(5) Barbara Honegger (Honegger) and media reports by Washington Post, Time, and Telegraph 
asserted surface-to-air missiles were ready to shoot down airborne threats in Washington D.C., 
but the Defense Department (DOD) and White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clark (Com- 
Clarke Test) made statements to the contrary. President Bush’s location was repeatedly 
protected by surface-to-air missiles in the months leading up to 9/11, including in response to 
reports that Al Qaeda was planning to assassinate him and other world leaders using hijacked 
commercial airliners (CNN, Los Angeles Times, Sarasota Herald-Tribune). 


Summary of Chapter 16 (The Inspectors General) 

NORAD and the FAA withheld real-time audio recordings and transcripts of their responses to 
the 9/11 attacks until they were forced under subpoena to release them to the 9/11 
Commission in late 2003 (Kean and Hamilton, WAPO, NYT). Upon receipt, the 9/11 Commission 
claimed the tapes proved that the FAA never alerted the military to the Flight 175, 77, and 93 
hijacks before they crashed (Com-pg. 21), despite years of official NORAD/FAA chronologies, 
media statements, and official testimony to the contrary, as we have already seen, or will soon 
see in the case of Flight 175. 


9/11 Commission Chairmen Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton, other Commissioners such as Bob 
Kerry, and senior counsel/lead investigator John Farmer (former New Jersey Attorney General, 
Rutgers Law School Dean) made numerous public statements lambasting NORAD and FAA for 
collaborating to advance lies for years (Shenon, Farmer, Vanity Fair-Farmer, WAPO-Farmer, 
Kean/Hamilton, WAPO-Kean), Com-Farmer Test, Com-Zelikow Test). Strangely, the 
Commission chose not to pursue criminal charges against the officials they said lied and/or 
falsified official records, eliciting sharp criticism in the media (CNN x2). However, this choice was 
critical in maintaining the 9/11 Commission’s narrative since contradictory evidence would likely 
have been forced into the public domain when the accused NORAD/FAA officials filed for 
discovery, as we will see momentarily. 


The 9/11 Commission eventually publicized all the recordings/transcripts that supported its 
narrative via Rutgers Law School (of which 9/11 Commission Lead Investigator John Farmer was 


the Dean) (Rutgers, NYT). As a reminder (and preview of Flight 175), these included: 


e The 9:03 call between NEADS and the New York Center as the military’s first notification 
of Flight 175 
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e The 9:34 call between NEADS and the Washington Center as the first notification that 
Flight 77 was lost, not hijacked 

e The 9:21 call between NEADS and the Boston Center’s military liaison concerning 
phantom Flight 11 and a subsequent exchange between NEADS personnel as 
precipitating the Langley scramble 

e The 10:07 call between NEADS and the Cleveland Center’s military liaison as the 
military’s first notification of Flight 93 


However, the 9/11 Commission omitted all recordings/transcripts that reportedly would have 
debunked its narrative. As a reminder (and preview of Flight 175), these included: 


e Communications by gagged Boston Flight controllers and NEADS’ Master Sergeant 
Maureen Dooley’s team in the vicinity of 8:43 when they all reportedly first learned of 
Flight 175’s hijacking 

e Communications by Washington controllers beginning with Flight 77’s 9:10 reentry into 
Washington’s airspace 

e Communications down the NORAD chain of command from Arnold to Marr to Powell 
concerning the Langley scramble in response to Flight 77 and 93 

e Communications by gagged Cleveland Center controllers concerning the tracking and 
near shoot-down of Flight 93 

e Communications between Arnold, Marr, Powell concerning the tracking and near shoot- 
down of Flight 93 

e Communications made over the centrally important FAA hijack net and White House 
teleconference 


Instead of seeking criminal charges (lest the aforementioned omitted evidence be forced into 
the public domain when the accused NORAD/FAA officials filed for discovery), the 9/11 
Commission asked the Defense and Transportation Department Inspectors General (Com-OIG 
Letter) (which have no power to file criminal charges) to internally investigate the officials who 
provided the documented and testimonial evidence it rejected. Both Inspectors General quietly 
spent more than two years (longer than the entire 9/11 Commission investigation) before 
claiming in classified reports that the FAA/NORAD documentation and testimony the 9/11 
Commission rejected was the result of unintentional errors due to the agencies’ poor record- 
keeping capabilities (DOD, DOT, NYT, WAPO). This claim was nonsensical since all applicable 
communications were recorded in real-time. 


Summary of Chapter 17 (The Accusations) 

(1) The original FAA/NORAD timeline implicated the military as being derelict on 9/11. NEADS’ 
8:43 notification of the Flight 175 hijack (as we will see shortly) meant Otis F-15’s could very well 
have reached that flight before its 9:03 WTC impact. (F-15’s can fly 1,875 mph (Slate) and Otis is 
129 miles from New York (Clarke).) And NORAD’s 9:16 alert to Flight 93 and 9:24 alert to Flight 
77 resulted in Langley F-16’s being scrambled at 9:24 which could have reached Flight 77 before 
its Pentagon impact and certainly Flight 93 before its 10:03 Pennsylvania impact. (F-16’s can fly 
1500 mph (Slate) and Langley is 129 miles from Washington (Clarke).) 


However, as we have seen, the 9/11 Commission claimed the evidence it obtained under 
subpoena showed the military was not derelict because it actually never received these timely 
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alerts from the FAA. Then the 9/11 Commission chose not to prosecute the officials it said 
testified falsely, instead referring the matter to the DOT/DOD Inspectors General, who 
nonsensically claimed the false testimony was the result of poor record-keeping capabilities. 


The Consensus 9/11 Panel argued that this sequence suggests the 9/11 Commission served as 
an ally to the military by helping cover up its dereliction and/or complicity (Consensus 9/11) in 
the attacks while creating the facade of being its opponent by accusing it and the FAA of lying 

for years about its awareness of the last three hijacked flights. 


(2) One Consensus 9/11 Panel member, David Ray Griffin (Nobel Prize nominee, theology 
professor, author of numerous books on 9/11), suggested the audio clips cited by the 9/11 
Commission as evidence of the military’s supposed ignorance of the hijacked flights could have 
been fabricated using military voice morphing technology which was developed with 
psychological operations in mind (Griffin, WAPO). 


(3) Interestingly, the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder tape also came under tampering allegations 
after the ending played for the victims’ family members in April of 2002 was completely 
different than ending played for the jury in the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (Philadelphia Daily 
News, CNN, Daily Mail). 


(4) Similarly, 15 audio tapes purported to be Osama bin Laden released between 2001 and 2007 
were said to be authentic by the U.S. government. However, researchers at the Dalle Molle 
Institute for Perceptual Artificial Intelligence in Switzerland, using state of the art voice 
recognition systems used for banking security, found that 14 of the tapes not only were not 
Osama bin Laden, but were not even the same individual (BBC, Guardian, Chicago Tribune, The 
American Spectator-Codevilla). 


(5) Further, according to CIA legend Robert Baer, even the majority of the CIA team devoted to 
tracking bin Laden was not convinced the tapes were authentic (NPR- Baer). Interestingly, some 
of the disputed tapes were extremely well-timed for the Bush administration insofar as one 
handed him the 2004 presidential election (BBC, Reuters, Telegraph) and another helped make 
his case for the Iraq War (BBC, CNN, Guardian). 


Summary of Chapter 18 (The Pentagon Crash Site) 

(1) Flight 77 took off from Dulles near Washington D.C. at 8:20. Shortly before 9 AM, it was 
hijacked, its transponder turned off, and it did a U-turn (Com-pg. 9, NYT) inside a small, 
anomalous gap in the U.S. primary radar system, causing FAA flight controllers to lose track of it. 
Officials mysteriously acknowledged the hijackers might have known about the radar gap 
(WAPO (11/3/2001)). 


(2) Flight 77 hijacker pilot Hani Hanjour was so incompetent that he could not adequately fly a 
single-engine Cessna a month before 9/11 (WAPO (9/10/2002), Newsday). A Pan-Am flight 
school marveled that he had a commercial pilot’s license and brought him to the attention of 
the FAA five times a few months prior, but the FAA took no action (ABC (5/10/2002), CBS 
(5/10/2002), NYT). The FAA later refused to say where or how he obtained his license (WAPO 
(10/15/2001)). Despite his abject incompetence, Hanjour inexplicably performed a stunning 
aviation maneuver on 9/11 (CBS (9/11/2001), WAPO (9/10/2002, 9/12/2001)) that caused 
flight controllers to think they were observing a military jet (ABC (10/24/2001)). 
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(3) The Consensus 9/11 Panel (PR Newswire, MarketWatch) and a few of media outlets (Time, 
Daily Mail, London Times) skeptically questioned how Hanjour could have performed this 
maneuver. 


(4) The plane coincidentally struck the Pentagon Budget Office, destroying evidence and 
auditors (Arlington County After-Action Report, Mount Vernon Gazette) trying to reconcile 
$2.3 trillion in untraceable Defense Department transactions announced by Donald Rumsfeld 
the previous day (CBS). 


(5) Over the next 14 years, that number grew to at least $21 trillion (NYT, Nation, Forbes). 
When Congress ordered an audit of the Pentagon in 2018 (which it was legally required to do 
annually, but never did) it failed miserably when third-party corporate accounting firms found so 
many errors that completing the audit was impossible. The auditors further found that the 
Pentagon annually committed massive fraud by making up numbers (Nation). Less than one 
year later, the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB) quietly changed federal 
agency accounting rules in the name of national security so that any of the over 150 federal 
agencies could classify all of its expenditures and show the public completely different 
expenditures (FASAB, Rolling Stone). 


(6) Extensive evidence indicated an explosion occurred at the Pentagon at 9:31 or 9:32 in the 
same location as the official 9:37 Flight 77 impact site. Evidence included eyewitness testimony 
from Secret Military Specialist April Gallop (WAPO, Reuters, PR Newswire), multiple stopped 
Pentagon clocks, eyewitness Denmark Foreign Minister Per Stig Moller, eyewitness Secretary of 
Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews, White House Counsel/Attorney General Alberto 
Gonzales, one official FAA chronology document (Honegger), and numerous Pentagon 
employees who distinctly smelled the explosive cordite fumes instead of jet fuel (Time, 
Honegger). April Gallop attempted to sue Bush administration officials, but the suit was 
dismissed by a three-judge panel that included President Bush’s first cousin (PR Newswire). 


(7) The Pentagon withheld from the public all footage from security cameras mounted to its 
primary structure (DOD x2, San Francisco Chronicle). A number of cameras that would normally 
have captured the Flight 77 impact were purportedly either being changed out during the attack 
or “down” to due construction or renovation projects (DOD, Washington Times). In response to 
a FOIA request, the FBI eventually publicized 5 frames from a low-quality security camera 
mounted to a nearby kiosk which showed an unidentifiable white blur followed by an explosion 
(CBS, Fox, PR Newswire). 


(8) Some media outlets and government officials (including Honegger and CIA Department 
Director Bill Christison argued that the debris, damage, and size of the hole in the Pentagon 
were inconsistent with a Boeing 757 (WAPO, Time, Daily Mail, Honegger, Christison). Honegger 
alleged that the wreckage at the Pentagon crash site was from a remote-controlled U.S. Air 
Force A-3 Sky Warrior drone that targeted the auditors of the missing $2.3 trillion. She also 
asserted that the radar blip which flight controllers thought was a military jet was precisely that 
(Honegger). 


(9) Dozens of eyewitnesses interviewed by mainstream media outlets saw an aircraft strike the 
Pentagon, with about a dozen of them specifying that they saw an American Airlines logo. Half a 
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dozen described the size as being potentially consistent with a Boeing 757 (which Flight 77 was), 
while another five described the size as being significantly smaller and potentially consistent 
with a Boeing 737 and/or an A3 Sky Warrior (Albuquerque Tribune, CBS, CNN, Fox, Guardian, 
WAPO, etc.). 


(10) The Flight 77 Cockpit Voice Recorder (CVR; ie. “Black Box”) data was deemed unrecoverable 
despite its remarkably robust design for plane crash survival (NTSB, NPR). The Flight Data 
Recorder (FDR; also part of the “Black Box”) data was recoverable. However, when it was 
released (via FOIA request) and analyzed by over a dozen experienced commercial/military 
pilots in the “Pilots for 9/11 Truth” organization, the data contradicted the official flight path 
narrative in terms of both direction and altitude (PR Newswire). 


(11) The military secretly incinerated flight remains from the Pentagon impact site, leaving no 
physical evidence that it was hit by Flight 77 (WAPO, BBC, Daily Mail). The government also 
refused to publicly release an inventory of plane wreckage/debris collected (PR Newswire) and 
Senator Bob Graham, who co-chaired the 2002 Congressional Inquiry into 9/11, acknowledged 
there was a collaborative effort by federal agencies to keep information out of the public’s 
hands (BBC). 


(12) The FBI briefly released 27 crash site photos to the public after ten years, immediately 
withdrew them again before the military’s secret evidence incineration was reported, then 
released them again after another six years (ABC, Time, Politico). 


(13) Some observers theorized that aspects of 9/11 paralleled Operation Northwoods from the 
early 1960s in which the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed staging commercial airliner 
hijackings, the destruction of a commercial airliner, and/or bombs detonated in U.S. cities to 
galvanize support for an invasion of Cuba (Joint Chiefs of Staff, San Francisco Chronicle, Daily 
Mail). 


Summary of Chapter 19 (The Pennsylvania Crash Site) 

(1) Varying sources put the Flight 93 crash time sometime between 10:03 and 10:10. This was an 
eternity for an air disaster since timelines are ordinarily dissected to the thousandth of a second 
(New York Observer). Early mainstream media reports unanimously said 10:10 (NYT, CNN, 
WAPO). This was based in part on interviews of flight controllers from multiple FAA regions 
(New York Observer). The FAA almost a year later said 10:07 (FAA). DOD-contracted 
seismologists concluded 10:06 (San Francisco Chronicle, Daily Mail-Morgan, Philadelphia Daily 
News). However, the 9/11 Commission said 10:03 (Com-30, 461-462 FN 168), based partly ona 
cockpit voice recorder tape which came under tampering allegations, as we will discuss shortly. 
An authoritative researcher of anti-official Flight 93 arguments is Rowland Morgan, former 
journalist for the Independent and Guardian and co-author of the 2006 book, “Flight 93: What 
Really Happened On The Heroic 9/11 ‘Let’s Roll’ Flight,” which was adapted for an August of 
2006 article he wrote for the Daily Mail. This article will be cited frequently (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(2) The Flight 93 crash site was a crater in the ground with some trash and no recognizable plane 
parts such as an engine, tail, wings, or large fuselage parts. Numerous witnesses said it 
resembled a tiny commercial dump site and contained no discernable indicators that it was a 
plane crash site (AP, WAPO, CNN, Boston Globe, Newseum, Daily Mail-Morgan, Independent, 
Philadelphia Daily News, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Pittsburgh Tribune-Review). The plane was 
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said to have completely incinerated upon impact (Independent), but some plane crash experts 
were baffled by the lack of wreckage (Daily Mail-Morgan). Despite the incineration narrative, 
the FBI belatedly announced that it had recovered a red bandana and a passport belonging to 
the hijackers, which were presented in the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(3) Debris fields from the Flight 93 crash were found two, six, and eight miles away from the 
main crash site. Several witnesses saw trash raining down from the sky like confetti for miles, 
including clothes, books, paper, and human remains (Reuters, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review). The FBI cordoned off three and six to eight mile wide areas to 
search for evidence (CNN). A one-ton engine piece was found over a mile away from the crash 
site (Independent, Philadelphia Daily News, Daily Mail-Morgan). A piece of fuselage the size of 
a dining room table was recovered two miles from the crash site (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(4) Several local residents heard a missile, whistling, and/or loud explosions just before Flight 93 
went down (WAPO, Boston Globe, Philadelphia Daily News). Other witnesses saw smoke 
trailing from the flight (Mirror). Others saw an F-16 fire missiles and catch one of Flight 93’s 
engines before it plummeted (Daily Mail-Morgan). However, a smaller number of additional 
witnesses said they saw the plane dive into the ground intact with nothing wrong with it, 
including a local scrap yard worker who was widely reported to have been the nearest 
eyewitness of all (Philadelphia Daily News, Daily Mail-Morgan). However, those witnesses 
strangely omitted from their narratives the well-established fact that the plane (or Flight Data 
Recorder) was upside when it impacted (Daily Mail-Morgan, NYT, USA Today). 


(5) The FBI initially did not rule out a shoot-down, despite vigorous military denials (Reuters). 
However, the next day the FBI switched positions and said there was nothing inconsistent about 
the crash site with the plane going into the ground intact (Pittsburgh Tribune Review, 
Independent), despite strong doubts expressed by aviation experts (Independent, Daily Mail- 
Morgan). 


(6) When the FBI was forced in April of 2002 to let the relatives of the deceased listen to the 
cockpit voice recorder tape, it ended with struggling sounds followed by a loud rushing sound 
(Philadelphia Daily News, Daily Mail-Morgan). However, when the judge of the 2006 Zacarias 
Moussaoui trial ordered the FBI to play it to the jury, it ended with the hijackers shouting praises 
to Allah (CNN). This added to the already-present allegations of tape-tampering and suggestions 
that the rushing sound resulted from a hole in the plane caused by a missile strike. Interestingly, 
unlike the other three hijacked flights of 9/11, the FBI was in charge of the Flight 93 
investigation rather than the National Transportation Safety Board (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(7) One dozen witnesses saw a low-flying, small, white, unmarked military-style jet flying in the 
vicinity before Flight 93 crashed. After the crash, the plane circled the crash site and departed 
(Philadelphia Daily News, Mirror, Independent, Daily Mail-Morgan). The description fit planes 
used by U.S. Customs for aerial drug shipment interdictions (Independent). The FBI initially 
denied any other planes were in the area at the time of the crash (Mirror, Independent, Daily 
Mail-Morgan). However, after numerous witnesses came forward over the next few days 
following the attacks, the FBI backtracked and announced that a Fairchild Falcon 20 business jet 
was asked by the military to descend from 37,000 ft to 5,000 ft to assist emergency responders 
by providing crash site coordinates (Pittsburg Post-Gazette, Independent, Daily Mail-Morgan). 
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This explanation did not harmonize with the witnesses’ accounts of a military jet that flew very 
low to the ground and was in the area before Flight 93 crashed. Furthermore, this was more 
than half an hour after all non-military aircraft in the United States had been ordered to land at 
the nearest airport due to the unfolding 9/11 attacks. Therefore, it was made no sense for the 
military to ask an unlawfully airborne civilian jet for such help at a moment when no one knew 
whether there were additional hijacked aircraft in the sky (Independent, Philadelphia Daily 
News). Furthermore, such help was unnecessary due to the extremely high density of 
emergency phone calls emanating from near the crash site (Daily Mail-Morgan). Finally, neither 
the FBI nor the military ever identified the pilot or the passengers aboard the purported 
Fairchild Falcon 20, nor did any come forward (Independent, Philadelphia Daily News). 


(8) Minutes before the Flight 93 crash, passenger Edward Felt called 911 from his cell phone and 
told the dispatch supervisor Glenn Cramer that there had been an explosion and white smoke 
was coming from the plane (AP, CNN, WAPO, Philadelphia Daily News). Felt’s wife and family 
members later listened to the call and confirmed this (Pittsburgh Post-Gazette) after the New 
York Times lied and claimed she said the opposite (NYT). FBI agents immediately confiscated the 
tape of Felt’s 911 call (WAPO) and Cramer was legally gagged (Mirror, Independent) after 
briefly speaking to the media about what he heard. 


(9) Local electricity flickered and went out before and/or during the Flight 93 crash. Contrasting 
claims attributed this to either to a fighter jets’ weapons system’s electromagnetic pulsing or 
the shock wave sent from the impact site (Pittsburgh Tribune-Review). Others suggested Flight 
93 could have been brought down using a militarized electromagnetic interference system since 
the FBI acknowledged there was also a C-130 Air Force cargo plane within 25 miles of Flight 93 
when it crashed and at least twenty-eight C-130 Air Force cargo planes were known to be 
equipped with this technology (Independent, New York Times Magazine). 


(10) In July and August of 2002, the Air Force and Army secretly incarnated remains from Flight 
93 (WAPO), resulting in subsequent rejected requests by the media to observe plane wreckage, 
debris, or an inventory of these things (BBC, PR Newswire). Regarding this action, Senator Bob 
Graham, Chairman of the 2002 Congressional Inquiry into 9/11 acknowledged that federal 
agencies were collaborating to keep information out of the public’s hands (BBC). 


Summary of Chapter 20 (The First Two Flights) 

(1) Flight 11 (the first hijack, which hit the WTC North Tower at 8:46) was considered to be a 
possible hijacking by Boston Flight Control at 8:15 (AP) and known with certainty at 8:24 (Com- 
pg. 19, NYT, Guardian). FAA protocol called for immediate notification up the FAA chain and 
over to the NMCC at the first 8:15 suspicion (FAA, MSNBC, Com-pg. 17-18, Guardian). However, 
as we have already seen, the FAA did not open up its standard protocol “hijack phone bridge” 
with the NMCC until after the first WTC impact at 8:46 and the NMCC did not join it until 9:20, 
departing from its 30-plus year track record of immediate promptness. 


Nevertheless, NORAD’s northeastern facility - NEADS — became aware of the Flight 11 hijack 
sometime between 8:31 and 8:40 when Boston Flight Control made one or more out-of- 
protocol phones call directly to NEADS (NORAD, Com-pg. 20, Com-FAA HQ Site Visit MFR, ABC 
News). NEADS then gave an out-of-protocol scramble order to Otis Air National Guard Base 
(Com-pg. 20) (188 miles east of New York City (Clarke)) at 8:46 (the same time that Flight 11 
impacted WTC North Tower), which put two F-15 fighters in the air by 8:53 (Com-pg. 20). 
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(2) At 8:42, New York Air Traffic Control realized that Flight 175’s radio contact ceased, the 
transponder was turned off, and the plane veered off course. This was immediately noticed by 
New York controllers (FAA, NYT). However, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed that New 
York controllers did not notice an issue with Flight 175 until between 8:47 to 8:51 (Com-pg. 7) 
despite publicly available controller transcripts to the contrary (FAA, NYT). 


The fact that New York controllers noticed Flight 175’s emergency status at 8:42 almost 
certainly means it was also noticed by Boston controllers since Flight 175 was still in Boston’s 
region at the time (NTSB). Correspondingly, the FAA notified NEADS at 8:43 that Flight 175 was 
hijacked (NORAD, WAPO). This notification was almost certainly due to the fact that the NEADS 
tech team responsible for facilitating FAA-NEADS communications (Vanity Fair) linked their 
headsets into the Boston Center, in whose region Flight 175 was still traveling, so they could 
hear everything Boston controllers heard/said in real-time, according to Newhouse News’ 
interview with the head of that team, Master Sergeant Maureen Dooley (Newhouse News- 
Dooley). 


Despite all this, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed the first NEADS notification of Flight 
175 came from New York controllers at 9:03 (Com-pg. 23). 


(3) The 9/11 Commission omitted from public release any NEADS or Boston controller tapes or 
transcripts in the vicinity of 8:43 (Rutgers, NYT) and the FAA legally gagged Boston controller 
from speaking publicly about the events of 9/11 (New York Observer). In fact, it also omitted 
any NEADS or Boston controller tapes or transcripts from 8:33 onward (Rutgers, NYT) even 
though the first hijacked flight — Flight 11 — traveled in Boston’s region for almost its entire post- 
hijack approach to the World Trade Center before impacting at 8:46 (NTSB). There appears to 
have been a concerted effort to keep from the public what was known and what was discussed 
inside the Boston Air Traffic Control Center during this blackout period. 


(4) As stated, NEADS put two Otis Air National Guard Base F-15 fighters in the air by 8:53. The F- 
15’s were capable of reaching New York in approximately ten minutes (Boston Globe, Cape Cod 
Times, Slate), meaning they may have had enough time to intercept Flight 175 before it 
impacted the South Tower at 9:03. They did not have permission to shoot down, but NORAD’s 
standard response to a hijacking is a graduated one. A fighter can first rock the plane’s wingtips 
or make a pass in front of it or fire tracer rounds in its path, potentially spooking the hijackers 
and forcing them to turn out to sea (Slate). 


(5) Conflicting reports said they fighters flew anywhere between 1200 and under 600 mph (ABC, 
BBC, MSNBC, NORAD) -the latter being slower than the cruising speed of a commercial airliner. 
Regardless, the 9/11 Commission said the Otis fighters were sent to a holding pattern at sea 
because they were never given information about their targets (Com-pg. 20). It then said the 
NEADS tapes of the technicians who controlled the Otis scramble were unavailable due to a 
technical issue (Com-pg. 459 FN 120). 


(6) At the New York Air Traffic Control Center, after the 9/11 attacks concluded, six air traffic 
controllers who dealt with the hijacked airliners were recorded sharing their recollections of the 
morning’s events. The tape was to be sent to the FBI. The FAA issued an order for all such 
material to be preserved. However, a Quality Assurance Manager shredded the tape and 
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discarded it into multiple trash cans around the building (NYT (x2), WAPO (x2)). The 
Transportation Department Inspector General gave him a slap on the wrist 20-day suspension, 
would not speculate on his motivation, and implied the tape contained nothing to hide (U.S. 
DOT). 


(7) In a bizarre anomaly, not one of the eight commercial airline pilots killed on 9/11 punched 
the standard 4-digit hijack code into their transponders — an action which takes only seconds 
(ABC, CNN, FAA, Christian Science Monitor). 


(8) According to U.S. Army Magazine, the Director of the New York State Emergency 
Management Office, and multiple mainstream media reports (UPI, Philadelphia Daily News, 
Counterpunch) citing two reputable eyewitnesses (NYT) and an unnamed source at the National 
Transportation Safety Board, the FBI recovered 3 of the 4 black boxes from Flights 11 and 175. 
However, the 9/11 Commission Report, FBI, and National Transportation Safety Board officially 
claimed no black boxes were ever recovered. 


(9) Days after 9/11, the passport of one of the terrorists aboard Flight 11 was found unsinged on 
the street blocks away from ground zero (AP, ABC, CNN, Guardian). 


Summary of Chapter 21 (The Phone Calls) 

(1) Following the 9/11 attacks, mainstream media outlets reported that numerous cell phone 
calls had been made from passengers aboard the hijacked planes. Examples include calls made 
by Barbara Olson, Mark Bingham, Jeremy Glick, Peter Hanson, Thomas Burnett, Brian Sweeney, 
and Marion Britton (AP (x2), CNN, BBC, CBS, WAPO (x3), NYT, Sacramento Bee, Pittsburgh 
Post-Gazette). In the case of the last four, the cell phone media reports were corroborated by 
FBI interviews of the recipients of their calls (FBI-Burnett, FBI-Hanson, FBI-Sweeney, FBI-Britton 
contact, FBI-Hanson, FBI-Olson) 


(2) Thomas Burnett’s wife Deena even specifically said that she knew the calls were from 
Thomas because the caller ID feature on her phone flashed his cell phone number (FBI-Deena 
Burnett). Plus, the FBI was actively listening in to the majority of Thomas’ multiple calls to 
Deena in real-time (AP 9/12). Further, Deena was perfectly consistent that the calls came from 
her husband’s cell phone in a media interview two years later (CBS). And, in the case of Brian 
Sweeny, the FBI listened to the message he left on the answering machine of his wife Julie in 
which he specifically said he was calling from his cell phone (FBI-Sweeny). 


(3) All of the aforementioned calls took place when the planes from which they were 
purportedly made were above 20,000 feet, many of them from 35,000 to 40,000 feet (NTSB x2, 
Com-pgs. 11-12, 29, DOJ). However, a number of news reports stated that in 2001 cell phone 
calls from high altitude airliners were highly unlikely or impossible (WAPO, NYT, SF Chronicle, 
QUALCOMM, San Diego Metropolitan). 


(4) The 9/11 Commission Report appeared to endorse the cell phone media reports and FBI 
interviews (Com-pg. 12, 454-456 FN 48, 49, 58, 80), but a later-released supplementary report 
said they were all made from GTE (“backseat”) airpbhones (Com-untitled staff report), as did a 
series of Justice Department memoranda (DOJ) provided to the 9/11 Commission. The FBI then 
flipped flopped from its original position and likewise said all the aforementioned calls were GTE 
airphone calls during the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (FBI-Moussaoui Trial). Neither the 9/11 
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Commission nor the FBI ever publicly released the billing or location data associated with the 
cell phones of the reported 9/11 cell phone users (PR Newswire). 


(5) CNN commentator Barbara Olson purportedly, repeatedly called her husband, US Solicitor 
General Theodore “Ted” Olson at the Department of Justice, from Flight 77 before it crashed 
into the Pentagon (CNN, Com-pg. 455 FN 57). Her calls became a primary piece of evidence for 
the 9/11 Commission’s narrative that just three or four Flight 77 hijackers were able to subdue 
two pilots and 60 passengers with nothing more than knives and box cutters (CNN, Com-pgs. 9, 
455 FN 57, 58). However, the hijackers were slender, between 5’5" and 5’7” in height, and not 
physically imposing (Com-Staff Statement #16), while one of the pilots was a former Navy pilot, 
weightlifter and boxer — all of which prompted the Consensus 9/11 Panel to call the 9/11 
Commission’s narrative implausible (Consensus 9/11). 


(6) In media interviews Olsen repeatedly flip-flopped about whether the call came from 
Barbara’s cell phone or an airphone (CNN (x3), FOX, Telegraph, FBI-Olsen). The FBI eventually 
conclude an airphone (FBI-Moussaoui Trial), but the Consensus 9/11 Panel cited documentation 
showing that the Boeing 757 airphone system had been deactivated the previous January 
(Consensus 9/11, Boeing). Further, the Department of Justice determined that Barbara Olson 
only made one call that was “unconnected” and lasted “O seconds” (DOJ). This same evidence 
was presented by the FBI during the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (FBI-Moussaoui Trial, PR 
Newswire). 


(7) Todd Beamer reportedly led a passenger revolt against the Flight 93 hijackers, which led to 
the plane crashing in a Pennsylvania field rather than a high-profile target in Washington D.C. A 
statement he purportedly uttered just before the revolt began — “Are you guys ready? Okay, 
let’s roll.” — was subsequently used by President Bush in a November 2001 speech to rally 
support for the burgeoning War on Terror (Time). 


GTE Verizon supervisor Lisa Jefferson reportedly had a now-famous 13-minute conversation 
with Beamer before the crash. The phone call contained several strange features. 


First, Beamer told Jefferson not to patch him through to his wife because he didn’t want to 
worry her with bad news. Yet the only reason Beamer’s call was routed to Jefferson in the first 
place was because his repeated attempts to call his wife failed (Jefferson-pg. 47-48)). 


Second, phone records cited by both the 9/11 Commission and FBI showed Beamer’s call lasted 
over an hour — way beyond after Flight 93 crashed (DOJ, FBI-Moussaoui Trial, PR Newswire, 
Consensus 9/11). 


Third, Jefferson considered it miraculous the call was not dropped because GTE airphone calls 
were constantly being dropped all over the country due to high call volume during the attacks 
(Jefferson-pg. 217). 


Fourth, despite the circumstances, Beamer sounded so tranquil and devoid of stress that 


Jefferson recalled doubting the caller’s authenticity (Jefferson-pg. 36), Telegraph, Beamer-pg. 
211)). 
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Fifth, in a breach of convention, Beamers call was not recorded either by Jefferson or by the 
adjacent Airfone Operations Surveillance Center (AOSC), to whom Jefferson immediately 
reported the call. As a result, no one who knew Todd could confirm that it was his voice on the 
call (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


Sixth, Beamer’s Verizon cell phone records obtained by the FBI showed that 19 outgoing calls 
were placed from Beamer’s phone that same day after Flight 93 crashed (FBI-Moussaoui Trial, 
PR Newswire, Consensus 9/11). 


Seventh, there is no first-hand evidence of the famous line — “Are you guys ready? Let’s roll!” — 
was ever spoken by Beamer or anyone. In fact, Jefferson specifically told the FBI another 
passenger initiated the revolt, not Beamer (FBI-Jefferson). 


Eighth, the 9/11 Commission Report said Flight 93 was hijacked at 9:28. This included a physical 
struggle for control of the cockpit which caused the plane to fly erratically (Com-pgs. 11, 14, 456 
FN 70-71). However, Beamer’s phone records and Jefferson’s FBI interview agree that Beamer 
called at 9:48 and they spoke several minutes before the hijackers attempted to enter the 
cockpit, at which point the aircraft flew erratically (FBI-Moussaoui Trial, FBI-Jefferson). 


Ninth, Jefferson told the FBI she never heard any sounds of the passenger revolt, the plane 
diving or crashing, or of passengers reacting to their imminent deaths. In fact, after a passenger 
other than Todd Beamer supposedly initiated the revolt, she heard nothing at all. Nevertheless, 
the call remained inexplicably connected for another twenty minutes, long past the time of the 
plane crash (FBI-Jefferson). 


(8) Days after 9/11, the government recovered the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder, which might 
have gone long way toward substantiating the accuracy of the phone calls reportedly made from 
that flight (Guardian, NYT). In April of 2002, the FBI was forced to let the relatives of the 
deceased listen to the tape under heavy security. The relatives later reported that the tape 
ended with struggling sounds followed by a loud “rushing sound.” The tape then went silent at 
10:03 with no sound of impact (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


In April of 2006, the jury of the Zacarias Moussaoui trial heard the final minutes of the Flight 93 
cockpit voice recorder, which ended completely differently — with the hijackers shouting praises 
to Allah (CNN). For some, this confirmed suspicions of tape-tampering (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


Ten years after 9/11, the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder tape remained classified (NYT). 
Numerous media outlets pointed out that the dramatic accounts of the final moments of Flight 
93 were necessarily pure conjecture due to the government’s concealment of the tape 
(Independent-citing NYT & Newsweek, Guardian-citing Time & CNN)). 


Summary of Chapter 22 (The Drills) 

(1) During the 9/11 attacks, NORAD was in the midst of a days-long exercise known as “Vigilant 
Guardian”, which simulated multiple hijackings (Com-NORAD Exercises). When the NEADS Head 
of Operations learned of the first 9/11 hijack, he thought it was part of the exercise (Vanity 
Fair). 
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Thirty hours of audiotape from the NEADS’ control room released to Vanity Fair (used in the 
production of the 2006 Hollywood film United 93) revealed that the NEADS crew engaged in 
chases of multiple phantom hijackings due to exercise-related misinformation that peaked 
during the actual attacks. The Commander of NEADS at one point received reports of 29 
different hijackings. NEADS technicians asked the question “Is this real-world or exercise?” over 
and over. When NEADS officers learned the second hijacked airliner hit the World Trade Center 
they thought it was only one of the false blips that were deliberately inserted into military radar 
screens as part of the exercise (Vanity Fair). 


The erroneous phantom Flight 11 report to which the 9/11 Commission tried to attribute the 
Langley scramble (Com-pg. 26-27, 34) appears to have been caused by the exercise (Vanity 
Fair), but the 9/11 Commission claimed it could never find out how the false report originated — 
only that the blame lay with the FAA rather than the military (Com-pg. 26). 


Simultaneous to Vigilant Guardian was another large drill called Global Guardian, plus five 
additional drills that accompanied it. Each drill involved all levels of command. This made 9/11 
the busiest morning of aerial military exercises in United States history, despite the fact that 
each of these drills was traditionally run in October or November. Many of the fighter jets and 
pilots that were typically on call in the northeastern United States were unavailable during the 
9/11 attacks because they were supporting exercises in Alaska, Canada, and other regions of the 
United States (Consensus 9/11). However, the 9/11 Commission did not disclose this 
information or suggest that the drills negatively affected the military’s response to the attacks. 


In fact, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed that the exercises helped NORAD respond 
more effectively (Com-pg. 458 FN 116). NORAD Commander General Eberhart (Com-Eberhart 
Test) and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers (Congress-Myers Test) 
claimed likewise. By contrast, the Consensus 9/11 Panel said the exercises’ impact should be re- 
investigated (Consensus 9/11) and Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under 
President Ronald Reagan) suggested the exercises may have been planned to facilitate a 
deliberate military stand down (Honegger). 


(2) Tangentially, while it may be a striking coincidence for a real-life terrorist attack to take place 
at the same time as a drill simulating a similar or identical attack, 9/11 is not the only time this 
has happened. On the morning of July 7th, 2005, terrorists executed suicide bombings of three 
underground train stations across London during rush hour. At the same time, over 1,000 
people in the public and private sectors were simultaneously running an exercise that simulated 
precisely the same scenario that unfolded in real life (BBC Radio). 


There were several other strange or suspicious facets of the bombing as well. All four bombs 
used in the attacks were high-grade military explosives (London Times, Guardian). When Al 
Qaeda purportedly claimed responsibility for the attacks on a popular Islamic militant website, 
the statement contained an implausible error in one of the Quranic verses it cited (NBC). Prime 
Minister Tony Blair repeatedly refused to commission a government investigation into bombings 
(Financial Times, BBC). Two of the bombers had been under surveillance by British intelligence 
for a year before the bombings (BBC). And the purported mastermind of the bombings filed a 
lawsuit claiming British intelligence forced him into a false confession by torturing him and 
threatening to rape and murder his loved ones (BBC, Guardian, Daily Mail). 
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(3) Interestingly, military planners know full well that exercises can be used as a cover for real 
operations. In fact, the massive 1983 Cold War exercise known as “Able Archer 83,” nearly led to 
a real nuclear exchange between NATO and the USSR (National Security Archive (x2), Slate). 


Summary of Chapter 23 (General Eberhart) 

It is standard operating procedure for NORAD to intercept a flight if it has lost radio contact, 
turned off its transponder, and/or deviated off course (Guardian). NORAD scrambled fighters 
dozens of times per year to this end (AP, Calgary Herald). All four of the 9/11 flights lost radio 
contact, turned off their transponders, and went wildly off course, yet NORAD did not intercept 
any of them. As the Commander of NORAD on 9/11, General Eberhart was ultimately 
responsible for NORAD’s failures. Nevertheless, Eberhart was never held accountable or even 
criticized. 


After the second WTC impact at 9:03, it was obvious the nation was under attack. Nevertheless, 
at 9:30 (shortly before Flight 77 hit the Pentagon) Eberhart inexplicably decided to take a 45- 
minute drive from NORAD headquarters to the Cheyenne Mountain Operations Center despite 
knowing that he would be unreachable due to poor cell phone reception (Com-Eberhart MFR, 
WAPO, Denver Post). 


As we’ve already discussed Eberhart flip-flopped to accommodate the 9/11 Commission’s 
narrative regarding the cause of the Langley scramble and the timing of NORAD’s awareness to 
Flights 77 and 93 (Congress-Eberhart Test, Com-Eberhart MFR). He also ridiculously claimed 
that the massive military exercises held on 9/11 helped NORAD respond to the attacks (Com- 
Eberhart Test, Com-pg. 465 FN 228). 


Summary of Chapter 24 (Andrews Air Base) 

On 9/11, the military airbase closest to Washington was Andrews Air Force Base — just 10 miles 
away. Andrews was not part of NORAD. It reported directly to the White House and worked 
closely with the Secret Service (WAPO). Astonishingly, on 9/11, no Andrews fighter jets were 
scrambled until 10:38 — a whole hour after Flight 77 hit the Pentagon (Com-pg. 44). 


This was despite the fact that the senior Secret Service agent in charge of coordinating the 
President’s movements (Nelson Garabito) and his FAA counterpart (Terry Van Steenbergen) 
discussed two additional hijacked aircraft posing threats to Washington D.C. shortly after the a 
WTC impact at 9:03, immediately asked Andrews to launch fighters, and received shoot-down 
authorization from Vice President Cheney (Com-Garabito MFR, Com-Steenbergen MER). It was 
also despite the fact that pilots at Andrews were instantly ready to scramble upon learning of 
the second WTC impact (WAPO, Com-Cain MFR, Filson-Rasmussen). 


The cause of the delay was Andrews’ Commander, Brigadier General David Wherley, who 
remained in his office and performed no action until after Flight 77 struck the Pentagon (WAPO, 
Com-Wherley MFR). Only then did he make the several hundred-yard trip across the base to the 
fighter squadron’s headquarters, at which point he refused repeated requests by the Secret 
Service speaking on the Vice President’s behalf to launch fighters to protect Washington D.C., 
instead unnecessarily asking to speak to someone of higher rank (Com-Wherley MFR). In a 
notable deviation from all other staff interviews, Wherley was interviewed one-on-one by the 
9/11 Commission’s Executive Director Philip Zelikow, who was also Wherley’s professor at 
Harvard (Com-Wherley MFR). 


34 


Summary of Chapter 25 (President Bush) 

(1) On 9/11, President Bush arrived at Emma E. Booker Elementary School just before 9 AM, at 
which point he learned from brief conversations with his senior staff both in person and at the 
White House only that a twin-engine airplane aircraft had hit World Trade Center (Com-pg. 35). 
Every person in President Bush’s entourage and the people in Washington D.C. that they were in 
contact with claimed to be unaware that any hijacking had taken place at this time (Com-pg. 35, 
MSNBC x4, CNN). This was remarkable for three reasons. One, the communications capabilities 
of the presidential limousine were duplicative of the White House itself (Saint Petersburg Times 
(now Tampa Bay Times)). Two, as we have already seen, NORAD fighters had already been 
launched certainly in response at least to the Flight 11 hijack and strong evidence indicates 
NORAD also became aware of Flight 175 at 8:43. Three, as we have already seen, the Secret 
Service (which is responsible for protecting the president) joined the FAA hijack net when it 
opened at 8:50 and therefore certainly knew of the hijack. 


(2) For months after 9/11, President Bush repeatedly made the impossible claim that he saw 
footage of Flight 11 hitting the World Trade Center while waiting to enter the classroom even 
though no such footage surfaced until the following day (Boston Herald, Saint Petersburg 
Times, Wall Street Journal, WH Press Secretary). 


While in the classroom, at 9:05 Bush learned of the 2"? WTC impact at 9:03. Both he and 
everyone present immediately understood America was under attack (Com-pg. 38). Only Bush 
and Defense Secretary Rumsfeld had national command authority, meaning they could order 
the destruction of a passenger plane (Com-pg. 17). Nevertheless, Bush remained in the 
classroom until almost 9:15, prepared a speech until 9:30, and delivered the speech live from 
the school until 9:35. During this time period, neither Bush nor anyone in his entourage 
purportedly sought to contact the Pentagon to coordinate a military response. Also during this 
time, neither Bush nor anyone in his entourage was purportedly aware of the hijackings of 
Flights 77 and 93 (Com-pg. 38-39). This was despite knowledge of the Flight 77 and 93 hijackings 
being widely disseminated amongst top White House/Secret Service, military, and FAA officials, 
as we have seen. 


(3) Both Bush and the Secret Service were heavily criticized for their collective inaction despite 
knowing the nation was under attack (Saint Petersburg Times, MSNBC, Bamford). Numerous 
parties in Bush’s entourage, including Secret Service members, immediately realized Bush’s 
location had been public information for days and hijackers may target the school in an attempt 
to decapitate the government (Politico, Daily Mail, NBC News affiliate WFLA-TV). Bush later 
claimed he did not immediately evacuate the school because he didn’t want to scare the 
children (who would all have been killed if the school was successfully targeted) or cause 
Americans to panic (Bush). The Consensus 9/11 Panel argued that this breach in protocol by 
Bush and the Secret Service suggested insider knowledge that the president was never in danger 
(Consensus 9/11). 


President Bush spoke on the phone from Air Force One with Vice President Cheney between 
9:42 and 9:50 (Com-pg. 39). As we have seen, numerous media reports and White 
House/Pentagon/NORAD officials agree that the president passed shoot-down authorization to 
Cheney during or before this call, resulting in the near shoot-down of Flight 93. However, the 
9/11 Commission said this authorization was passed during another Bush-Cheney phone call 
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between 10:10 and 10:15 (well after Flight 93 crashed) for which there was no documentary 
evidence the call ever took place (Com-pg. 40-41). 


Summary of Chapter 26 (Summary Matrices) 
(1) As we come to the end, here is an updated and expanded version of the chart shown 
previously. The following four column headings have been added: 


e FAA Tracked 77 9:10-9:24 

e NORAD Learned of 175 Pre-Crash 

e Cheney Evacuated from Office and/or In PEOC Early 
e NMCC Learned of 77 Within Minutes of 9:20 

e 93 Nearly Shot Down 


Also, the following three evidence sources have been added: 
e White House Senior Advisor Karl Rove 


e President Bush’s Personal Secretary Ashley Estes 
e White House Photographer David Bohrer 
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Sources and Evidence Contradicted by the 9/11 Commission Report 


ALL 





FAA Hijack | FAA 93 
Source of Evidence Net Open | Hijack Nearly 
Shot 
Down 


FAA Administrator Jane Garvey (1) 
FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger (2) 

FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Michael Weikert (3) 
FAA Federal Security Manager Pete Falcone (4) 
FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager Dan Noel (5) 
FAA Manager Lynn Asmus (6) 

FAA Manager Linda Schuessler (7) 






































FAA Chronology ADA-30 (9) 
FAA Chronology of Events press release (10) 
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(2) Finally, here is a supplementary chart that highlights a handful of media sources we have 


covered that reported anti-official narratives: 


Media Reports Contradicted by the 9/11 Commission Report 


FAA 


FAA 


Source of Evidence Hijack | Tracked 


Net 
Useful 


ABC, 9/11/2002 (1) 
Associated Press, 9/12/2001 (2) 


77 9:10- 


9:24 








CBS News, 9/12/2002 (3) 








CNN, 9/4/2002 (4) 








New York Times, 9/13/2001 (5) 
New York Times, 9/15/2001 (6) 
Newhouse News, 1/25/2002 (7) 
Newsday, 9/23/2001 (8) 
Telegraph, 12/16/2001 (9) 





93 Nearly 
Shot Down 














U.S. News and World Report, 8/31/2003 (10) 





Washington Post, 9/12/2001 (11) 





Washington Post, 1/27/2002 (12) 




















= Stated Directly =a] = Implied 
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Summary of Chapter 2 (The 9/11 Commission) 

(1) Sources: 

C-SPAN, 9/11/2006 (9/11 Commission Vice Chairman Thomas Kean Press Conference) 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 8/21/2006, “9/11: Truth, Lies and Conspiracy,” 
(Interview with 9/11 Commission Vice Chairman Lee Hamilton) 

CBS News, 5/15/2002, “Bush Opposes 9/11 Query Panel” 

CBS News, 4/28/2004, “Bush & Cheney, Behind Closed Door” 

CNN, 1/29/2002, “Bush Asks Daschle to Limit Sept. 11 Probes” 

New York Times, 4/28/2004, “Bush-Cheney 9/11 Interview Won’t Be Formally Recorded” 
Newsweek, 2/3/2002, “The Battle Back Home” 

Time Magazine, 3/26/2003, “9-11 Commission Funding Woes” 


(2) Sources: 
ABC News, 4/8/2004, “Point Proved” Richard Clarke interviewed by Peter Jennings 


ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 
Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

Foreign Affairs, November/December 1998, “Catastrophic Terrorism: Tackling the New 
Danger,” co-authored by Philip D. Zelikow 

Guardian, 3/25/2004, “Bush’s Brand New Enemy is the Truth: Clarke’s Claims Have 
Shaken the White House to its Foundations” 

New York Times, 3/20/2004, “Clinton Aids Plan to Tell of Warning to Bush Team on 
Qaeda” 

Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 40-41, 63-65 

United Press International, 4/9/2004, “9/11 Panel Director ‘Helped Demote Clark” 
Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pgs. 230- 
231 

Washington Post, 1/20/2002, “A Strategy’s Cautious Evolution” (This article has been 
removed from the Washington Post’s archives.) 

Washington Post, 2/4/2008, “The White House Mole” 


(3) Sources: 
ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 


Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

New York Times, 3/20/2004, “Clinton Aids Plan to Tell of Warning to Bush Team on 
Qaeda” 

Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 40-41 


(4) Sources: 


Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 69-70, 81-86, 107, 171-172, 388-389 
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(5) Sources: 
Associated Press, 11/13/2003, “9/11 Panel to Get Access to Withheld Data” 


New York Times, 10/26/2003, “9/11 Commission Could Subpoena Oval Office Files” 
Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 224-225 


(6) Sources: 
ABC News, 9/29/2003, “Pentagon Reviewing Va. Chaplain School” 


ABC News, 12/9/2014, “CIA Torture Report: The Most Stunning Findings” 

CBS News, 12/16/2008, “Cheney Was Key in Clearing CIA Interrogation Tactics” 
Guardian, 12/9/2014, “Rectal Rehydration and Waterboarding: the CIA Torture Report's 
Grisliest Findings” 

Los Angeles Times, 5/4/2006, “No Trials for Key Players” 

Los Angeles Times, 6/5/2008, “Officer Calls Sept. 11 Cases Tainted” 

Los Angeles Times, 12/16/2008, “Cheney OK’s Harsh CIA Tactics” 

MSNBC, 10/23/2003, “Countdown with Keith Olberman,” John Loftus interview 

MSNBC, 10/24/2006, “Can the ‘20th Hijacker’ of Sept. 11 Stand Trial?” 

NBC News, 10/23/2003, “Muslim Leader with D.C. Ties Indicted” 

NBC News, 1/30/2008, “9/11 Commission Controversy” 

NBC News, 12/9/2014, “Rectal Hydration’: Inside the CIA's Interrogation of Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed” 

NBC News, 12/9/2014, “Senate Report Finds CIA Interrogation Tactics Were Ineffective” 
New York Times, 12/8/2007, “Congress Looks Into Obstruction as Calls for Justice Inquiry 
Rise” 

New York Times, 1/2/2008, “Stonewalled by the C.I.A.” 

Newsweek, 10/1/2003, “Who, and What, Does He Know?” 

Newsweek, 3/13/2009, “The 9/11 Commission’s Blind Spot” 

USA Today, 11/26/2006, “State Secret Privilege’ Blocks Fired Translator from Suing FBI” 


Summary of Chapter 3 (NORAD, the Pentagon and the FAA) 

Sources: 

Associated Press, 8/14/2002, “Scrambling to Prevent Another 9/11” 

Calgary Herald, 10/13/2001, “NORAD on Heightened Alert: Role of Air Defense Agency 
Rapidly Transformed in Wake of Sept. 11 Terrorist Attacks” 

Los Angeles Times, 9/15/2001, “Fighter Jets Assume Protective New Role” 

New York Observer, 6/21/2004, “9/11 Tapes Reveal Ground Personnel Muffled Attacks” 
New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 17-18 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 


Summary of Chapter 4 (The Start Time) 

Sources: 

FAA, 9/11/2001, “Chronology ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001.” 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 59, 71-73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 
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9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Larry Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 10/21/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Administrator] Jane Garvey” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” (including handwritten notes) 

9/11 Commission, 4/28/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Emergency Operations Staff Manager] Dan Noel” 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 5/11/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Federal Security Manager] Pete Falcone” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 462 (Ch. 1 FN 188) 


Summary of Chapter 5 (The Witnesses) 

Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interviews of 
Transportation Secretary Mineta, Army Brigadier General Montague Winfield, NEADS 
Commander Colonel Marr) 

ABC News, 11/29/2003, “Cheney Wields Unprecedented V.P. Power” (includes excerpts 
of Richard Clarke interview by Ted Koppel) 

Cornell University, Spring 2006 Alumni Newsletter, “President’s Council of Cornell 
Women: Spotlight On: [Deputy Director of the Secret Service] Barbara Riggs” 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

FAA, 8/12/2002, “Fact Sheet: Chronology of Events on September 11, 2001 (August 
2002)” 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 59, 63, 68, 71-73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Norman Mineta 9/11 Interview” by Robert Hager 

Naval Post Graduate School Newsletter, Volume 1, Issue 10, September 2004, “Special 
Operations Policy Expert and Veteran Robert Andrews Gives Distinguished Visiting Guest 
Lectures at NPS” 

New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 
NORAD, 9/18/2001, “NORAD’S Response Times, Sept. 11, 2001” (press release) 

PBS News, 9/14/2001, “Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with PBS NewsHour” 
Richard Clarke, March 2004, “Against All Enemies,” (pgs. 1-7) 

Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of National 
Security,” pgs. 151-152 
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U.S. Congress; Senate Armed Services Committee, 9/13/2001, “U.S. Senator Carl Levin 
(D-MI) Holds Hearing On Nomination of General Richard Myers to be Chairman of The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff” 

U.S. Congress, 10/25/2001, “Senate Armed Services Committee Holds Hearing on Role of 
Defense Department in Homeland Security” (Transcript: NORAD Commander Eberhart 
testimony) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Transportation Secretary 
Norman Mineta, Colonel William Scott, Major General Craig McKinley, Major General 
Larry Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 9/28/2003, “USSS Statement and Interview Reports” (contains Nelson 
Garabito interview notes) 

9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
Powell” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 39 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (includes Colonel Marr’s e-mail to Colonel Scott) 


Summary of Chapter 6 (The Hijack Net) 

Sources: 

New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton (9/11 Commission Chairmen), 2007, “Without Precedent: 
The Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission,” pgs. 85-88 

9/11 Commission, 2/6/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: FAA OPS Center Visit” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” 

9/11 Commission, 4/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Major 
Charles Chambers” (includes an appended 4/30/2004 memorandum signed by 
Chambers stating there is “no documentation of the length or content” of the FAA hijack 
net) 
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9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 462 (Ch. 1 FN 188) 


Summary of Chapter 7 (The White House Teleconference) 

Sources: 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies,” pgs. 1-8 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

9/11 Commission, 3/24/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: Testimony of Former National 
Coordinator for Counterterrorism, National Security Council Richard A. Clarke 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 41 


Summary of Chapter 8 (The Flight 77 Alert) 

Sources: 

National Archives Website, “9/11 Commission Memoranda for the Record (MFRs)” 
New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Newsday, 9/23/2001, “Air Attack on Pentagon Indicates Weaknesses” 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “Timeline in Terrorist Attacks of Sept. 11, 2001” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Larry Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
Powell” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 15, 25-27, 34, 460 (Ch. 1 
Footnote 144) 

9/11 Commission, undated, “The National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the 
United States; Finding Aid: Series Descriptions and Folder Title Lists” 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (includes Colonel Marr’s e-mail to Colonel Scott) 


Summary of Chapter 9 (The Flight 93 Alert) 

Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interviews of Army 
Brigadier General Montague Winfield, NEADS Commander Colonel Marr) 
Associated Press, 9/13/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 

CBS News, 9/12/2001, “Feds Would Have Shot Down Pa. Jet” 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 
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Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered questions: The mystery of Flight 93” 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
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CHAPTER 2 - THE 9/11 COMMISSION 

Summary 

(1) The Bush administration actively opposed an independent investigation into the 9/11 
attacks, arguing that it would expose sensitive intelligence and interfere with the war on terror 
(CBS, CNN, Newsweek). It eventually succumbed to public pressure and agreed to the formation 
of the 9/11 Commission, which was comprised of ten bipartisan Commissioners headed by two 
Chairmen, and a research staff headed by an Executive Director (Time). The Commission was 
allocated a tiny budget ($3 million) and a short timeline (18 months) (Time), which later 
prompted both Chairmen to say that it was set up to fail (CBC, C-SPAN). President Bush and Vice 
President Cheney both refused to speak to the Commissioners publicly or on the record (CBS, 
NYT). 


(2) In 2008, New York Times investigative journalist Philip Shenon wrote a book entitled, “The 
Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” which was subsequently 
covered by numerous media outlets. This worked it cited frequently hereafter. Philip Zelikow 
was appointed the Executive Director of the Commission. Zelikow was a member of Bush’s 
White House transition team (NYT) and had worked closely with White House National Security 
Advisor Condoleezza Rice since the 1980s (AP). During the transition, Zelikow worked to demote 
perennial (since the 1980s) White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke and restrict his access 
to the president and his cabinet (ABC, AP, Clarke, Guardian, Shenon (NYT journalist), UPI, 
WAPO), despite having two years earlier written about the possibility of a terrorism attack 
destroying the World Trade Center towers followed by an erosion of civil liberties and a ramp-up 
in government surveillance of citizens (Foreign Affairs). Zelikow also authored the 
administration’s war on terror declaration and the Bush preemptive war doctrine, which 
became the primary justification for the Iraq War (C-SPAN, NYT Mag, Shenon, WAPO). 


(3) None of Zelikow’s links to Rice or the Bush administration was included on his resume for the 
Executive Director position or disclosed at the time of his appointment (ABC, AP, Guardian, 
Shenon). When these links were later discovered, both the Commission staff and the victims’ 
relatives called for his removal. However, the Chairmen only agreed to recuse him from a small 
slice of the investigation (NTY, Shenon). The Commission staff jested about how Zelikow’s 
conflicts of interest could possibly be any more glaring and he was often perceived by them of 
trying to shield the White House from criticism (AP, Shenon). 


(4) Zelikow exercised full control over who to hire for staff and all communications between the 
staff and the Commissioners. He developed a complete outline of the final report after three 
months even though the investigation had barely begun (Shenon). He also regularly broke the 
formal ban against private phone calls with top White House officials and then ordered his 
assistant not to log the calls (AP, Shenon). 


(5) Despite months of subpoena warnings in 2003, the administration withheld intelligence 
documents from most of the Commissioners and instead only provided vetted summary notes 
(AP, NYT). The Commissioners again threatened subpoena in 2004 when the administration 
withheld copies of the President’s pre-9/11 daily intelligence briefs. However, Zelikow worked 
48 straight hours to prepare White House-vetted summary notes in lieu of the briefs 
themselves, which the Commissioners accepted under pressure from the administration, to the 
victims’ families’ dismay (Shenon). 
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(6) In December of 2014, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence completed a report on 
enhanced CIA interrogation techniques used on 9/11 detainees and publicly released an 
executive summary despite CIA resistance. The techniques included simulated drowning, 
medically unnecessary “rectal feeding,” being forced to remain awake for up to 7.5 days straight 
while shackled standing up, being kept naked and in total darkness and isolation for days at a 
time with occasional ice baths and beatings, being tied tightly into painful positions for hours at 
a time with the bonds tightened every hour, being severely beaten while wearing hoods, being 
forced to stand on broken limbs for hours at a time, being threatened with the rape and murder 
of parents and children, being forced to unwittingly participate in mock executions and games of 
Russian Roulette, and being forced into extremely small spaces (sometimes filled with insects) 
for long time periods (ABC (12/9/2014), Guardian (12/9/2014), NBC x2 (12/9/2014)). Several of 
these techniques were used on Khalid Sheik Mohammed, whose testimony was most central to 
the official 9/11 narrative (NBC (12/9/2014)). 


The Senate Select Committee concluded that the enhanced interrogation techniques were 
either useless or counterproductive in convincing detainees to reveal accurate information that 
they would have otherwise withheld (NBC (12/9/2014)). Several detainees confessed outright to 
telling interrogators whatever they thought they wanted to hear to make the interrogations 
stop. At least one detainee was told the interrogations would not stop until he signed a 
confession he was not even allowed to read (NBC News (1/30/2008)). 


The Senate report also found that the CIA for years justified the enhanced interrogation 
techniques to Congress, the Justice Department, the press, and the public with false information 
about the results it yielded. Furthermore, the CIA actively opposed national security by 
disallowing access to Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and other high-value detainees by the FBI, 
Congress, the State Department, the 9/11 Commission, the Director of National Intelligence, and 
even the CIA’s own inspector general. This was despite FBI Director Robert Mueller insisting 
such access would help the FBI understand threats to U.S. cities (NBC x2 (12/9/2014)). 


Testimony extracted using the CIA’s methods is not legally admissible in courtrooms due to the 
likelihood of false confessions. Therefore, the CIA detainees were ineligible to be criminally 
prosecuted (NBC News (1/30/2008), LAT (6/5/2008), MSNBC, 10/24/2006, LAT (6/5/2008)). 
Both Vice President Cheney (LAT, 12/16/2008, CBS News, 12/16/2008) and Defense Secretary 
Rumsfeld (MSNBC, 10/24/2006) personally approved the interrogation methods. 


All of this is devastating to the credibility of the 9/11 Commission Report. 441 of the 9/11 
Commission final report’s 1700-plus footnotes were based on the CIA enhanced interrogation 
techniques. The 441 footnotes served as the foundation for the report’s most crucial three 
chapters, which covered initial planning, hijacker arrivals into the United States, and execution 
of the attacks (NBC News (1/30/2008)). The Senate report likewise called into question the 
accuracy of the 9/11 Commission report (NBC (12/9/2014)). However, the 9/11 Commission 
Report did not mention the suspect interrogation methods or the doubtful reliability of the 
responses they elicited (Newsweek, 3/13/2009). 


CIA Director Tenet, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, the Justice Department, and the White House 
refused to allow the 9/11 Commission access to the detainees or even to observe them being 
questioned through one-way glass. The CIA refused to answer the 9/11 Commission’s questions 
about how they assessed the credibility of the detainees’ responses (NYT (12/8/2007, 
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1/2/2008)). Furthermore, the CIA destroyed several 92 tapes of detainees being interrogated 
years after telling the 9/11 Commission it turned over all material related to the interrogations 
(NYT (12/8/2007), Newsweek (3/13/2009)), which prompted the Chairmen to call for a criminal 
probe (NYT (1/2/2008)). 


The Guantanamo Bay translator used in the interrogations failed his basic translator proficiency 
exam. However, public testimony of this fact in court was said to jeopardize national security 
and thus disallowed (USA Today (11/26/2006)). Further, Al Qaeda spies infiltrated the 
Pentagon’s Islamic chaplaincy and translator programs and gained access to 9/11 detainees 
(ABC News (9/29/2003), MSNBC (10/23/2003), NBC (10/23/2003), Newsweek (10/1/2003)). 


(1) Sources: 
C-SPAN, 9/11/2006 (9/11 Commission Vice Chairman Thomas Kean Press Conference) 


Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 8/21/2006, “9/11: Truth, Lies and Conspiracy,” 
(Interview with 9/11 Commission Vice Chairman Lee Hamilton) 

CBS News, 5/15/2002, “Bush Opposes 9/11 Query Panel” 

CBS News, 4/28/2004, “Bush & Cheney, Behind Closed Door” 

CNN, 1/29/2002, “Bush Asks Daschle to Limit Sept. 11 Probes” 

New York Times, 4/28/2004, “Bush-Cheney 9/11 Interview Won’t Be Formally Recorded” 
Newsweek, 2/3/2002, “The Battle Back Home” 

Time Magazine, 3/26/2003, “9-11 Commission Funding Woes” 


(2) Sources: 
ABC News, 4/8/2004, “Point Proved” Richard Clarke interviewed by Peter Jennings 


ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 
Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

Foreign Affairs, November/December 1998, “Catastrophic Terrorism: Tackling the New 
Danger,” co-authored by Philip D. Zelikow 

Guardian, 3/25/2004, “Bush’s Brand New Enemy is the Truth: Clarke’s Claims Have 
Shaken the White House to its Foundations” 

New York Times, 3/20/2004, “Clinton Aids Plan to Tell of Warning to Bush Team on 
Qaeda” 

Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 40-41, 63-65 

United Press International, 4/9/2004, “9/11 Panel Director ‘Helped Demote Clark” 
Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pgs. 230- 
231 

Washington Post, 1/20/2002, “A Strategy’s Cautious Evolution” (This article has been 
removed from the Washington Post’s archives.) 

Washington Post, 2/4/2008, “The White House Mole” 


(3) Sources: 
ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 


Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

New York Times, 3/20/2004, “Clinton Aids Plan to Tell of Warning to Bush Team on 
Qaeda” 
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Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 40-41 


(4) Sources: 


Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 69-70, 81-86, 107, 171-172, 388-389 


(5) Sources: 
Associated Press, 11/13/2003, “9/11 Panel to Get Access to Withheld Data” 


New York Times, 10/26/2003, “9/11 Commission Could Subpoena Oval Office Files” 
Philip Shenon (New York Times investigative journalist), 2008, “The Commission: The 
Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” pgs. 224-225 


(6) Sources: 
ABC News, 9/29/2003, “Pentagon Reviewing Va. Chaplain School” 


ABC News, 12/9/2014, “CIA Torture Report: The Most Stunning Findings” 

CBS News, 12/16/2008, “Cheney Was Key in Clearing CIA Interrogation Tactics” 
Guardian, 12/9/2014, “Rectal Rehydration and Waterboarding: the CIA Torture Report's 
Grisliest Findings” 

Los Angeles Times, 5/4/2006, “No Trials for Key Players” 

Los Angeles Times, 6/5/2008, “Officer Calls Sept. 11 Cases Tainted” 

Los Angeles Times, 12/16/2008, “Cheney OK’s Harsh CIA Tactics” 

MSNBC, 10/23/2003, “Countdown with Keith Olberman,” John Loftus interview 

MSNBC, 10/24/2006, “Can the ‘20th Hijacker’ of Sept. 11 Stand Trial?” 

NBC News, 10/23/2003, “Muslim Leader with D.C. Ties Indicted” 

NBC News, 1/30/2008, “9/11 Commission Controversy” 

NBC News, 12/9/2014, “Rectal Hydration’: Inside the CIA's Interrogation of Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed” 

NBC News, 12/9/2014, “Senate Report Finds CIA Interrogation Tactics Were Ineffective” 
New York Times, 12/8/2007, “Congress Looks Into Obstruction as Calls for Justice Inquiry 
Rise” 

New York Times, 1/2/2008, “Stonewalled by the C.I.A.” 

Newsweek, 10/1/2003, “Who, and What, Does He Know?” 

Newsweek, 3/13/2009, “The 9/11 Commission’s Blind Spot” 

USA Today, 11/26/2006, “State Secret Privilege’ Blocks Fired Translator from Suing FBI” 


Bush Administration Opposes the 9/11 Commission 

The Bush administration initially opposed forming the 9/11 Commission. According to CBS News, 
the President argued that any investigation into 9/11 would necessarily deal with sensitive 
intelligence and should therefore be left to the congressional intelligence committees. 
According to CNN and Newsweek, Vice President Dick warned Democratic Senate majority 
leader Tom Daschle that any attempt to hold public hearings before other committees besides 
the intelligence committees would run the risk of “interfering with the [war on terror] mission.” 


Per Time, the administration eventually succumbed to public pressure and agreed to the 
formation of the 9/11 Commission, which was comprised of ten bipartisan Commissioners 
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headed by two Chairmen, and a research staff headed by an Executive Director. The 9/11 
Commission initially was given just 3 million dollars and 18 months to investigate the largest 
terrorist attack on American soil in history. Republican Chairman Thomas Kean then requested 
more funds as part of President Bush’s $75 billion supplemental spending bill for the Iraq War, 
but the request was rejected. Eventually, the budget was increased to 12 million. For reference, 
the government spent over $50 million (per Time) investigating the Columbia Space Shuttle 
tragedy, which killed seven people, and over $40 million on the Monica Lewinsky scandal, per 
the Los Angeles Times. Speaking on C-SPAN and CBC, both 9/11 Commission Chairmen later 
stated that the Commission was set up to fail due to the lack of time and funds. 


The New York Times reported that President Bush and Vice President Cheney refused to publicly 
testify before the Commission. Instead, they eventually agreed to meet with the Commission 
together, in private, not under oath, and not recorded. In September of 2011, ten years after 
the attacks, Reuters reported that a 30-page summary of the Commissioners’ interview with the 
President and Vice President was still sealed from public access. The administration also 
opposed letting National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice testify publicly before eventually 
acquiescing, according to CBS (4/28/2004). 


Sources: 

C-SPAN, 9/11/2006 (9/11 Commission Vice Chairman Thomas Kean Press Conference) 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 8/21/2006, “9/11: Truth, Lies and Conspiracy,” 
(Interview with 9/11 Commission Vice Chairman Lee Hamilton) 

CBS News, 5/15/2002, “Bush Opposes 9/11 Query Panel” 

CBS News, 4/28/2004, “Bush & Cheney, Behind Closed Door” 

CNN, 1/29/2002, “Bush Asks Daschle to Limit Sept. 11 Probes” 

Los Angeles Times, 10/29/1998, “Records Give Rare Glimpse Into Cost of Starr’s Probe” 
New York Times, 4/28/2004, “Bush-Cheney 9/11 Interview Won’t Be Formally Recorded” 
Newsweek, 2/3/2002, “The Battle Back Home” 

Reuters, 9/8/2001, “National Archives Sits on 9/11 Commission Records” 

Time Magazine, 3/26/2003, “9-11 Commission Funding Woes” 


9/11 Commission Executive Director’s White House Ties Not Disclosed 

Per the Associated Press, the Executive Director of the 9/11 Commission, University of Virginia 
Professor Philip Zelikow, worked with Condoleezza Rice on the National Security Council in the 
1980s and 1990s, published a book with Rice in 1995, and reported to Rice as a member of the 
pre-9/11 Bush transition team. (The article, which will be cited repeatedly in coming sections, 
was also carried or cited by numerous other outlets, such as the Seattle Times, Chicago Tribune, 
and Washington Post.) Per the New York Times, Zelikow even attended early intelligence 
briefings on the Al Qaeda terrorist threat, which meant it could have reflected on him personally 
if the Bush administration’s response to the threat was found to be inept. None of these links to 
Rice or the Bush administration was disclosed at the time of Zelikow’s appointment. 


A thorough examination of Philip Zelikow’s actions on the 9/11 Commission is found in the 2008 
book, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” authored by 20-plus 
year New York Times veteran political/military correspondent, Philip Shenon. The book was 
covered in news reports by ABC News and the Associated Press. This book will be cited regularly 
in coming sections. 
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Sources: 

ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 
Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

Chicago Tribune, 2/4/2008, “Book: 9-11 Chief Had White House Ties” 

New York Times, 3/20/2004, “Clinton Aids Plan to Tell of Warning to Bush Team on 
Qaeda” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 40-41 

Seattle Time, 2/4/2008, “9/11 Director Had Links to Bush, Books Says” 
Washington Post, 2/4/2008, “The White House Mole” 


Zelikow Helps Demote Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke Despite Having Warned of Major WTC 
Terrorist Attack Followed by Mass Surveillance 

Per numerous media outlets (Guardian, UPI, ABC News (1/30/2008)), In January of 2001, during 
the Bush transition into the White House, Philip Zelikow recommended to Rice to downgrade 
terrorism advisor Richard Clarke’s position. At the time, Clarke was the U.S. government’s 
highest-ranking expert on Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda and he had served as a White House 
terrorism advisor with direct access to every president since Ronald Reagan. Rice agreed and 
implemented Zelikow’s recommendation. As a result, Clarke could no longer attend Cabinet- 
level meetings, send memos directly to the president, or easily interact with Cabinet-level 
officials, since he only reported to deputy secretaries. 


Per the Washington Post (1/20/2002), days after Bush’s inauguration, Clarke submitted a 
comprehensive plan to Condoleezza Rice to deal with the “existential” Al Qaeda threat, which 
included ramping up U.S. intelligence funding and focus on the terrorist organization. The plan 
pointed out that there were currently Al Qaeda sleeper cells inside America and “attacks had 
almost certainly been set in motion.” This article has unfortunately been removed from the 
Washington Post’s archives. Per ABC News (4/8/2004), Clarke asked for a meeting with the 
President several times to discuss the plan, but was never allowed to do so before 9/11. ABC 
News (1/30/2008) also quoted Shenon as stating: 


“(Zelikow] had laid the groundwork for much of what went wrong at the White House in 
the weeks and months before September 11.” 


Per Shenon, when Clarke learned in early 2003 that Zelikow had been appointed Executive 
Director of the 9/11 Commission, he remarked: 


“The fix is in... there [is] no hope that the Commission would carry out an impartial 
investigation of the Bush administration’s bungling of terrorist threats in the months 
before September 11. Could anyone have a more obvious conflict of interest than 
Zelikow?” 


Zelikow’s choice to deemphasize counterterrorism during the Bush transition was strange since, 
less than three years earlier, he co-authored an essay for Foreign Affairs magazine in which he 
warned that a major terrorist attack could strike the U.S. in the near future and usher in a new 
era of civil liberties curtailment to combat the threat. The essay even considered the destruction 
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of the WTC towers, albeit via a nuclear attack. The article was entitled, “Catastrophic Terrorism: 
Tackling the New Danger.” It stated: 


“Such an act of catastrophic terrorism would be a watershed event in American history... 
Like Pearl Harbor, this event would divide our past and future into a before and after. 
The United States might respond with draconian measures, scaling back civil liberties, 
allowing wider surveillance of citizens...” 


Sources: 

ABC News, 4/8/2004, “Point Proved” Richard Clarke interviewed by Peter Jennings 
ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 

Foreign Affairs, November/December 1998, “Catastrophic Terrorism: Tackling the New 
Danger,” co-authored by Philip D. Zelikow 

Guardian, 3/25/2004, “Bush’s Brand New Enemy is the Truth: Clarke’s Claims Have 
Shaken the White House to its Foundations” 

NBC News, 3/24/2004, “Committee Report on Policy Coordination” 

New York Times, 3/20/2004, “Clinton Aids Plan to Tell of Warning to Bush Team on 
Qaeda” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 63-65 

United Press International, 4/9/2004, “9/11 Panel Director ‘Helped Demote Clark” 
Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pgs. 230- 
231 

Washington Post, 1/20/2002, “A Strategy’s Cautious Evolution” (This article has been 
removed from the Washington Post’s archives.) 

Washington Post, 3/24/2004, “9/11 Panel Told Terrorism Initially Not ‘Urgent’ for Bush” 
or “CIA Confused Whether It Could Kill Bin Laden” 

9/11 Commission, 3/24/2004, “Committee Report on Policy Coordination: Panel Finds 
Plan to Take on Al Qaeda Stalled in Process” 


Zelikow Authors the Bush Preemptive War Doctrine and the Declaration of War on Terror 

In 2002, Condoleezza Rice instructed Zelikow to overhaul America’s national security strategy in 
the wake of the 9/11 attacks. In response, Zelikow completed a 31-page document entitled, 
“The National Security Strategy of the United States,” which the Bush administration submitted 
to Congress in September of 2002. The document introduced the “preemptive war doctrine,” 
also known as the “Bush Doctrine,” which reversed decades of U.S. military/foreign policy and 
became the primary justification for the Iraq War. Per the Washington Post, the document 
stated: 


“In an age where the enemies of civilization openly and actively seek the world’s most 
destructive technologies, the United States cannot remain idle. The United States will, if 


necessary, act preemptively.” 


The document also acted as the administration’s official declaration of the War on Terror, 
stating: 
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“The enemy is not a single political regime or person or religion or ideology. The enemy is 
terrorism — premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against 
innocents.” 


In September of 2005, New York Times Magazine pointed out the vague, blank-check nature of 
this war declaration, stating: 


“Not Islamic terrorism or Middle Eastern terrorism or even terrorism directed against the 
United States: terrorism itself. ‘Declaring war on “terror,”’ as one military strategist later 
remarked to me, ‘is like declaring war on air power.’” 


According to Shenon, Zelikow’s authorship of the era-defining document was not publicly 
revealed until well after he was appointed the Executive Director of the 9/11 Commission. 


Sources: 

C-SPAN, 3/4/2008, “After Words with Philip Shenon” 

New York Times Magazine, 9/11/2005, “Taking Stock of the Forever War” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 128 

Washington Post, 9/17/2002, “The National Security Strategy of the United States” 


Zelikow White House Links Made Public, Is Partially Recused 

According to Shenon, in October of 2003, shortly after 9/11 victims’ relatives called for his 
removal due to conflicts of interest, Zelikow was interviewed under oath by one of his 9/11 
Commission subordinates about his role in the Bush National Security Council. The interview 
lasted 90 minutes and covered Richard Clarke’s demotion and Zelikow’s authorship of the 
preemptive war doctrine document, among other topics. The interviewer, lawyer Dan Marcus, 
noted that Zelikow’s résumé for the Executive Director position mentioned nothing about his 
work for the Bush administration and that Commission Chairmen Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton 
were blindsided by this. After the interview, Marcus and other staff members jokingly tried to 
imagine how Zelikow’s conflicts of interest could possibly be any more glaring. 


Marcus recommended to the Chairmen that Zelikow be recused from the Commission’s 
investigation into anything having to do with the National Security Council, which would have 
effectively forced his resignation. The families of the 9/11 victims were strongly supportive of 
this move. The families were largely responsible for the formation of the Commission in the first 
place, against the President’s opposition, and had long been critical of Zelikow’s ties to the Bush 
administration. However, the Commission Chairmen only recused Zelikow from examining the 
Bush transition and interviewing Bush aides such as Condoleezza Rice — a relatively small slice of 
the investigation. 


Per the Associated Press, in late 2003, 9/11 Commissioner Bob Kerrey threatened to quit after 
learning of Zelikow’s ties to Condoleezza Rice, his role in downgrading terrorism as a Bush 
administration priority, and his authorship of the Bush pre-emptive war doctrine. However, the 
Chairmen talked him out of quitting. 


Also per the Associated Press, Zelikow was often perceived by members of his staff as seeking to 
shield the White House in general and Condoleezza Rice in particular from any serious criticism. 
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ABC News, citing Shenon, said Zelikow blocked some of the staffers from submitting a report 
which described Rice’s performance as “amount[ing] to incompetence, or something not far 
from it.” In early 2004, per Shenon, staffer Warren Bass threatened to quit because he believed 
Zelikow was distorting his investigation to this end. He also complained that the White House 
was sabotaging his work by limiting his access to relevant documents. However, his team leader 
talked him out of quitting. 


Source: 

ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 

Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

New York Times, 3/20/2004, “Clinton Aids Plan to Tell of Warning to Bush Team on 
Qaeda” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 149-150, 164-165, 168-171 





Zelikow Tightly Controls the 9/11 Commission Investigation 

According to Shenon, early in the 9/11 Commission investigation, Zelikow took over control of 
who to hire for staff and what responsibilities they were given. The Commissioners had no staff 
of their own, which meant all staffers report directly to Zelikow. Zelikow considered this 
appropriate, stating: 


“If commissioners have their own personal staff, this empowers [them] to pursue their 
own agenda.” 


Also, staff members were given offices at a separate location from the Commissioners and were 
not allowed to know where the Commissioners were located. Based on numerous interviews 
with the 9/11 Commission staff, Shenon concluded: 


“the staff could see that with every passing day, Zelikow was centralizing control of the 
day-to-day investigation in his own hands. He was becoming the eleventh commissioner 
and, in many ways, more powerful than the others.” 


Zelikow issued the staff members a five-page memo, entitled “What Do I Do Now?” which 
instructed them: 


“If you are contacted by a commissioner, please contact [deputy executive director] Chris 
[Kojm] or me. We will be sure that the appropriate members of the Commission’s staff 
are responsive.” 

Regarding this move, Shenon wrote: 
“It occurred to several of the staff members, especially those with experience on other 
federal commissions, that Zelikow was trying to cut off their contact with the people 
they really worked for—the commissioners.” 

When Commissioners Jamie Gorelick and Max Cleland discovered this restriction, they objected 


and lobbied Chairmen Kean and Hamilton to overturn it. 
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After just three months, Zelikow developed a complete outline of the final report even though 
the investigation has barely begun and was not scheduled to conclude for another 16 months. 
The outline was highly detailed, containing chapter headings, subheadings, and sub- 
subheadings. Zelikow then showed it to Chairmen Kean and Hamilton. They liked it, but worried 
it could be seen as evidence that they had pre-determined the outcome. Therefore, they 
decided to keep the outline a secret from the staff. When the staff eventually found out over a 
year later, they were alarmed. 


Source: 
Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 69-70, 81-86, 388-389 


Zelikow Frequently Violates Ban on Private White House Communications 

According to the Associated Press and ABC News, throughout his work at the Commission, 
Zelikow had numerous private phone calls with White House officials such as senior advisors 
Condoleezza Rice and Karl Rove despite a formal ban on such communications. Per Shenon, 
after many such calls were recorded by his assistant Karen Heitkotter, Zelikow ordered her to no 
longer log his calls with the White House. According to Shenon, Heitkotter was worried this may 
not be proper, so she consulted the Commission’s legal counsel, Dan Marcus, who told her to 
continue logging the calls. In September of 2003, the staff discovered the phone logs. Many 
were furious and saw it as evidence that Zelikow was a White House mole. Some debated 
making a formal protest to the Chairmen, but ultimately chose not to for fear that doing so 
would publicly tarnish the Commission’s legacy. 


Sources: 

ABC News, 1/30/2008, “Ex-9/11 Panel Chief Denies Secret White House Ties” 

Associated Press, 2/4/2008, “Book: 911 Commission Executive Director Had Closer White 
House Ties Than Publicly Disclosed” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 107, 171-172 


Bush Administration Withholds Intelligence, Risking Subpoena; Zelikow Single-Handedly 
Prevents White House Subpoena, Returns to Work for Rice 

In October of 2003, the Bush administration continued to withhold classified intelligence 
documents from the 9/11 Commission against the ongoing protests of its leaders. The Chairman, 
former Republican governor of New Jersey Thomas Kean, publicly warned that he would begin 
using subpoenas to obtain the documents. He told the New York Times (10/26/2003): 


“Any document that has to do with this investigation cannot be beyond our reach. | will 
not stand for it. That means that we will use every tool at our command to get hold of 
every document.” 
Kean’s views were widely shared by the other Commissioners, some of whom also accused the 
administration of dragging its feet to run out the clock. Former Republican Senator Slade Gorton 


told the New York Times (10/26/2003): 


“This lack of cooperation is going to make it very difficult [to meet the deadline].” 
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Former Democratic senator Max Cleland told the New York Times (10/26/2003): 


“It's obvious that the White House wants to run out the clock here. As each day goes by, 
we learn that this government knew a whole lot more about these terrorists before Sept. 
11 than it has ever admitted.” 


In November of 2003, the Commission finally struck a deal with the White House by which the 
withheld documents could only be seen by up to four of the ten Commissioners, who would 
have varying degrees of access. Those four could then take some notes to share with the other 
Commissioners after their notes had been vetted by the White House. According to the 
Associated Press, these restrictions angered some of the Commissioners. Former senator Max 
Cleland stated: 


“This investigation is now compromised... this isn't protection of national security.” 
Former Indiana representative Timothy Roemer said: 
“The 10 commissioners should either have access to this or not at all.” 


In February of 2004, Zelikow narrowly prevented the 9/11 Commissioners from filing a 

subpoena for access to the White House’s Presidential Daily (Intelligence) Briefs, or PDB’s. At the 
time, only Zelikow and a small minority of the Commissioners had full access to them. Just 
before a subpoena was issued, Zelikow worked 48 hours straight to draft a 17-page, 7,000-word 
summary of the contents. Under the pressure from the White House, the Commission accepted 
Zelikow’s summary instead of the PDB’s in a reluctant compromise, much to the dismay of the 
victim’s families. Shenon wrote: 


“Many of the 9/11 family groups were outraged by this new compromise...” 


After the 9/11 Commission completed its work, Zelikow once again became a top aide to 
Condoleezza Rice at the State Department, per the New York Times (10/2/2006). 


Sources: 

Boston Globe/Associated Press, 11/13/2003, “9/11 Panel to Get Access to Withheld 
Data” 

New York Times, 10/26/2003, “9/11 Commission Could Subpoena Oval Office Files” 
New York Times, 10/2/2006, “9/11 Panel Members Weren’t Told of Meeting” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 224-225 

Washington Times, 10/26/2003, “9/11 Commission Eyes Subpoena of White House 
Data” 


Most Crucial Details of 9/11 Commission Report Unreliable 

In December of 2014, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence released a 6,000-page 
classified report on the CIA interrogation techniques used on 9/11 detainees. The Committee 
also publicly released a much shorter, unclassified executive summary of the report after 
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months of CIA resistance. Here are some of the techniques covered in the Senate Report and 
the media outlets that covered it that same month, including ABC, NBC, and The Guardian. 


1. Detainees were subjected to regular simulated drowning until they began vomiting, 
convulsing, lost consciousness, and/or their abdomens swelled up with pressurized 
water. 


2. Detainees were subjected to medically unnecessary “rectal rehydration” or “rectal 
feeding” in which fluids or pureed food were infused into their rectums, leading to anal 
fissures (tears) and symptomatic rectal prolapse (when the large intestine slips outside 
the anus.) 


3. Detainees were forced to remain awake for up to 180 hours (7.5 days) straight, often 
while being forced to remain standing, tied up, or shackled in painful “stress positions”. 
One detainee was chained to a wall in a standing position for 17 days. One detainee was 
forced to spend 22 hours each day with one or both wrists chained overhead. 


4. Detainees were kept naked and in complete darkness and isolation for days at a time, 
with occasional ice baths and beatings, with loud music playing constantly and causing 
auditory overload. One detainee died of hypothermia in these conditions. One detainee 
was completely isolated for 47 days. 


5. Detainees were tied tightly into painful positions for several hours at a time, with the 
bonds tightened further every hour. 


6. Detainees were stripped down, bound up with tape, beaten, and slammed against 
walls while wearing hoods over their heads. 


7. Detainees were forced to stand on broken limbs for hours at a time. 


8. CIA personnel threatened to hurt, murder, and/or sexual assault the detainees’ 
parents and children. 


9. Detainees were forced to unwittingly participate in mock executions and games of 
Russian Roulette. 


10. Detainees were forced into extremely small spaces, sometimes filled with insects, 
for long time periods. One detainee spent a total of 266 hours in a box the size of a 
coffin and an additional 29 hours in box 30 inches by 30 inches by 21 inches. 


The NBC report specified that techniques 1-3 and 5 were performed on Khalid Sheik 
Mohammed, whose testimony was most central the official 9/11 narrative. 


According to another concurrent NBC New article (12/9/2014, “Senate...”), the Senate Select 
Committee also concluded that the enhanced interrogation techniques were either useless or 
counterproductive in convincing detainees to reveal accurate information that they would have 
otherwise withheld. The article quoted notes taken by the CIA’s deputy chief of interrogation 
during Khalid Sheik Mohammed’s interrogations as saying the techniques had “proven 
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ineffective,” they had caused the interrogators to “lose ground,” and the techniques “may 
poison the well.” Yet another NBC News article (1/30/2008) said the CIA enhanced interrogation 
methods were known to cause detainees to tell interrogators whatever they think the 
interrogators want to hear. Several of the detainees confessed to doing this outright when they 
were later brought before the Pentagon war crimes tribunal. At least one detainee was told the 
interrogations would not stop until he agreed to sign a confession he was not even allowed to 
read. 


Also per NBC News (12/9/2014 x2), the Senate report found that the CIA for years justified the 
enhanced interrogation techniques to Congress, the Justice Department, the press, and the 
public with false information about the results it yielded. In fact, twenty of the most common 
examples cited by the CIA as evidence that the techniques were effective all turned out to be 
wrong, at times prompting the agency to make false information its highest priority. 


Furthermore, while the CIA was busy claiming its techniques were vital to national security, the 
Senate report found that the CIA was simultaneously working in deliberate opposition to 
national security! It did this by restricting all outside access to Khalid Sheikh Mohammed and all 
other high-value detainees. The FBI, Congress, the State Department, the 9/11 Commission, the 
Director of National Intelligence, and even the CIA’s own inspector general were blocked from 
questioning the detainees. In one instance, the report showed that the CIA carefully formulated 
an argument to delay the FBI from gaining access to Khalid Sheikh Mohammed for 3% years, 
despite FBI Director Robert Mueller insisting such access would help the FBI understand threats 
to U.S. cities. 


In the civilian world, testimony extracted using the CIA’s methods is not legally admissible in 
part because of the likelihood of false confessions. Michael Ratner, president of the Center for 
Constitutional Rights, was quoted by NBC News (1/30/2008) as stating: 


“as a matter of law, evidence derived from torture is not reliable, in part because of the 
possibility of false confessions...” 


Consequently, the CIA detainees were reportedly not eligible to be prosecuted due to how they 
were interrogated. For example, in May of 2006, the Los Angeles Times pointed out that two 
presumed key 9/11 planners, Khalid Shaikh Mohammed and Ramzi Binalshibh, had not been 
charged with any crime and quoted University of Maryland law professor Michael Greenberger 
as Stating: 


“They cannot be prosecuted because of the way they have been interrogated. They have 
been subjected to very aggressive questioning, and any statements they made now can't 
be used against them.” 


Likewise, in October of 2006, MSNBC reported that the Pentagon told senior federal law 
enforcement agents not to bother developing a criminal case against suspected “20th hijacker” 
Mohammed al-Qahtani because the interrogation methods used on him would prevent him 
from ever being put on trial. 


Also, in June of 2008, per the Los Angeles Times, Pentagon war crimes tribunal chief prosecutor, 
Colonel Morris Davis was forced to resign after he tried to advise against building prosecutions 
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on the coerced and potentially unreliable confessions of 9/11 architect Khalid Shaikh 
Mohammed and other key detainees. Both Vice President Cheney (LAT, 12/16/2008, CBS News, 
12/16/2008) and Defense Secretary Rumsfeld (MSNBC, 10/24/2006) personally approved the 
interrogation methods. 


In May of 2012, the Miami Herald reported that criminal defense attorneys assigned to five of 
detainees, including Khalid Sheik Mohammed, found it impossible to do their jobs because of 
how their clients had been affected by enhanced interrogation. Attorney James Connell stated: 


“These men have endured years of inhumane treatment and torture [that will] infect 
every aspect of this military commission tribunal.” 


All of this is devastating to the credibility of the 9/11 Commission Report. In January of 2008, 
NBC News reported that 441 of the 9/11 Commission final report’s 1700-plus footnotes were 
based on the aforementioned CIA enhanced interrogation methods. The 441 footnotes served 
as the foundation for the report’s most crucial three chapters, which covered initial planning, 
hijacker arrivals into the United States, and execution of the attacks. Correspondingly, the 
aforementioned 2014 Senate report called into question the accuracy of the 9/11 Commission’s 
final report, per NBC New (12/9/2014, “Senate...”). Nevertheless, as Newsweek pointed out in 
2009, the Commission’s final report made no mention of the suspect interrogation methods or 
the doubtful reliability of the responses they elicited. 


Here is Michael Ratner’s (president of the Center for Constitutional Rights) NBC News 
(1/30/2008) quote once again, in context to his criticism of the 9/11 Commission: 


“If [the 9/11 Commission] suspected there was torture, they should have realized that as 
a matter of law, evidence derived from torture is not reliable, in part because of the 
possibility of false confessions... at the very least, they should have added caveats to all 
those references.” 


According to the New York Times (12/8/2007, 1/2/2008), the 9/11 Commission Chairmen asked 
for direct access to question the detainees on multiple occasions in meetings with CIA Director 
Tenet, Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, and representatives from the White House and Justice 
Department. However, they were explicitly denied any such access, or even to observe any 
detainees being questioned through one-way glass. The Commission then posed a long list of 
questions to the CIA about how they obtained, reconciled, and assessed the credibility of the 
collective responses of the 9/11 detainees under interrogation. Regarding these questions, the 
Chairmen later wrote in the New York Times (1/2/2008): 


“the commission never felt that its earlier questions had been satisfactorily answered.” 


Further, in late 2007 the New York Times (12/8/2007) broke the story that the CIA had 
destroyed several tapes of 9/11 detainees being interrogated, despite having years earlier told 
the 9/11 Commission that the Agency turned over all material related to the interrogations. 
Over a year later, Newsweek (3/13/2009) updated the total number of destroyed tapes to 92. In 
response, Chairmen Kean and Hamilton wrote a scathing editorial in the New York Times 
(1/2/2008) accusing the CIA of obstructing the 9/11 Commission’s investigation and calling for a 
criminal probe. 
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The Commission also asked for details about the CIA’s translation process during the 
interrogations, which the agency likewise never answered to its satisfaction. USA Today later 
reported that, according to FBI top-secret translator/whistleblower Sibel Edmonds, the 
Guantanamo Bay translator used in the interrogations had failed his basic translator proficiency 
exam. However, Edmonds was restricted from testifying of this in court because the government 
said her testimony could jeopardize national security. 


On top of all this, numerous outlets (ABC News (9/29/2003), MSNBC (10/23/2003), NBC 
(10/23/2003), Newsweek (10/1/2003)) reported that Al Qaeda spies infiltrated the Pentagon’s 
Islamic chaplaincy and translator programs and gained access to 9/11 detainees. Newsweek 
described the resulting probe as a “widening espionage investigation” which was “centered on 
translators and chaplains at the U.S. naval prison for Al Qaeda and Taliban prisoners at 
Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.” 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/29/2003, “Pentagon Reviewing Va. Chaplain School” 

ABC News, 12/9/2014, “CIA Torture Report: The Most Stunning Findings” 

CBS News, 12/16/2008, “Cheney Was Key in Clearing CIA Interrogation Tactics” 
Guardian, 12/9/2014, “Rectal Rehydration and Waterboarding: the CIA Torture Report's 
Grisliest Findings” 

Los Angeles Times, 5/4/2006, “No Trials for Key Players” 

Los Angeles Times, 6/5/2008, “Officer Calls Sept. 11 Cases Tainted” 

Los Angeles Times, 12/16/2008, “Cheney OK’s Harsh CIA Tactics” 

Miami Herald, 5/6/2012, “9/11 Defense Attorneys Call Guantanamo Detention, Trial 
Rules ‘Unjust’” 

Miami Herald, 10/11/2016, ““Sodomized’ Guantanamo Captive to Undergo Rectal 
Surgery” 

MSNBC, 10/23/2003, “Countdown with Keith Olberman,” John Loftus interview 
MSNBC, 10/24/2006, “Can the ‘20th Hijacker’ of Sept. 11 Stand Trial?” 

NBC News, 10/23/2003, “Muslim Leader with D.C. Ties Indicted” 

NBC News, 1/30/2008, “9/11 Commission Controversy” 

NBC News, 12/9/2014, “Rectal Hydration’: Inside the CIA's Interrogation of Khalid 
Sheikh Mohammed” 

NBC News, 12/9/2014, “Senate Report Finds CIA Interrogation Tactics Were Ineffective” 
New York Times, 12/8/2007, “Congress Looks Into Obstruction as Calls for Justice Inquiry 
Rise” 

New York Times, 1/2/2008, “Stonewalled by the C.I.A.” 

Newsweek, 10/1/2003, “Who, and What, Does He Know?” 

Newsweek, 3/13/2009, “The 9/11 Commission’s Blind Spot” 

USA Today, 11/26/2006, “State Secret Privilege’ Blocks Fired Translator from Suing FBI” 
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CHAPTER 3 - NORAD, THE PENTAGON AND THE FAA 

Summary 

NORAD fighters were regularly scrambled dozens of times per year to intercept aircraft which 
lost radio contact, turned off a transponder, and/or deviated off course (AP, Calgary Herald). 
Shortly before 9/11, the Bush administration removed NORAD commanders’ decades-long 
unilateral authority to launch fighter jets (NY Observer) and sought to decrease the number of 
U.S. fighter jets on 24-hour alert (LAT). The FAA had no formal communication channel directly 
to NORAD. To obtain assistance from the military, the FAA was required for over 30 years to use 
the “hijack net” phone bridge with Pentagon’s National Military Command Center (NMCC) to 
gain the Defense Secretary’s approval and liaison with NORAD (Com-Belger Test, NYT). Other 
federal agencies such as the White House/Secret Service and FBI likewise joined the hijack net 
during a hijacking (Com-Belger Test). 


Sources: 

Associated Press, 8/14/2002, “Scrambling to Prevent Another 9/11” 

Calgary Herald, 10/13/2001, “NORAD on Heightened Alert: Role of Air Defense Agency 
Rapidly Transformed in Wake of Sept. 11 Terrorist Attacks” 

Los Angeles Times, 9/15/2001, “Fighter Jets Assume Protective New Role” 

New York Observer, 6/21/2004, “9/11 Tapes Reveal Ground Personnel Muffled Attacks” 
New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 17-18 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 


Despite Lowered Alert Status, NORAD Fighters Intercept Hundreds of Suspicious Aircraft 
Leading up to 9/11 

NORAD is the military agency responsible for defending North American airspace. According to 
New Jersey’s Bergen Record, on 9/11 NORAD had 14 fighter jets on 24-hour active alert to 
defend the continental United States, down from 100 in 1997, and down from thousands during 
the Cold War. This number was not increased in the months before 9/11 despite numerous 
warnings of pending terrorist attacks involving hijacked airliners (CBS, London times, Los Angeles 
Times (5/29/2002), Sunday Herald, Guardian). In fact, according to the Los Angeles Times 
(5/29/2002), Pentagon task forces assigned by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld were pushing to 
reduce the number further. 


Furthermore, as the New York Observer pointed out, about three months before 9/11, the Bush 
administration rescinded NORAD commanders’ decades-long unilateral authority to launch 
fighter jets when faced with an air-defense threat. Instead, the administration required that 
launching fighters first be approved by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld. 


Air Force Secretary Major General Craig McKinley told the 9/11 Commission in May of 2003 that 
NORAD fighters were required to be airborne within 15 minutes. However, some media outlets 

reported that much lower times were standard. For example, the Cape Cod Times, interviewing 
sources at Otis Air Force Base, reported just 5 minutes. 


As the Guardian pointed out, it was standard operating procedure for NORAD to intercept a 


flight if it has lost radio contact, turned off its transponder, and/or deviated off course. Before 
9/11, NORAD fighters were regularly scrambled to intercept aircraft, often for drug interdiction 
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or other reasons. The Calgary Herald pointed out that, in 2000 alone, NORAD scrambled fighters 
129 times in response to aircraft that diverted from their flight plans, didn’t file flight plans, or 
used the wrong positioning frequency. Similarly, between September 2000 and June 2001, 
fighters were scrambled 67 times to intercept suspicious aircraft, according to the Associated 
Press. 


As we will learn in coming chapters, all four hijacked flight on 9/11 lost radio contact, turned off 
their transponders, and went wildly off course, yet NORAD intercepted none of them. 


Sources: 

Associated Press, 8/14/2002, “Scrambling to Prevent Another 9/11” 

Bergen Record, 12/5/2003, “9/11 Panel’s Air-Defense Probe Grapples with Many 
Mysteries” 

Calgary Herald, 10/13/2001, “NORAD on Heightened Alert: Role of Air Defense Agency 
Rapidly Transformed in Wake of Sept. 11 Terrorist Attacks” 

Cape Cod Times, 9/15/2001, “Local Reservists Await the Call” 

CBS News, 4/16/2007, “France Knew of Hijack Plot Before 9/11” 

Guardian, 9/6/2003, “This War on Terrorism is Bogus” 

London Times, 6/9/2002, “MI6 Warned US of Al-Qaeda Attacks” 

Los Angeles Times, 9/15/2001, “Fighter Jets Assume Protective New Role” 

Los Angeles Times, 5/29/2002, “Wiretaps May Have Foretold Terror Attacks” 

New York Observer, 6/21/04, “9/11 Tapes Reveal Ground Personnel Muffled Attacks” 
Newhouse News, 1/25/2002, “Amid Crisis Simulation, ‘We Were Suddenly No-Kidding 
Under Attack’” 

Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pg. 5 
Sunday Herald, 5/19/2002, “Britain warned Bush to expect 9-11 al-Qaeda hijackings” 
9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Panel 1: “The Attacks and the Response,” public hearing 
remarks by NORAD Major General Craig McKinley 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 38 


FAA Could Not Formally Contact NORAD Directly; Went Through Pentagon for Over 30 Years 
During 9/11, the FAA had no formal communication channels directly to NORAD. Therefore, in 
order to obtain assistance from the military, the FAA was required to use a “hijack net” to 
communicate with the National Military Command Center (NMCC) located in the Pentagon. The 
NMCC is the heart of America’s military. In a book excerpt carried by the New York Times in 
March of 2007, prolific political journalist/author Andrew Cockburn described the NMCC this 
way: 


“In an age when an enemy attack might allow only a few minutes for detection and 
reaction, control of American military power... [was] supposed to be transmitted from... 
the National Military Command Center, staffed twenty-four hours a day with as many as 
two hundred military officers and civilian staff and equipped with arrays of 
communications systems, including multiple screens for video conferences... This was the 
operational center for any and every crisis, from nuclear war to hijacked airliners. The 
command center organized conference calls enabling key officials around the 
government to communicate and coordinate.” 
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Once the NMCC was contacted, the Secretary of Defense had to give approval for military 
support. Once approval was given, the NMCC would then contact NORAD to provide the 
assistance. This sequence was executed dozens of times going back over 30 years prior to 9/11. 


Pages 17-18 of the 9/11 Commission Report explained the procedure this way: 


“As they existed on 9/11, the protocols for the FAA to obtain military assistance from 
NORAD required multiple levels of notification and approval at the highest levels of 
government... FAA Headquarters in Washington... [would] contact the Pentagon’s 
National Military Command Center (NMCC)... to ask for a military escort... The NMCC 
would then seek approval from... the Secretary of Defense... If approval was given, the 
orders would then be transmitted down NORAD’s chain of command.” 


FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger was the third-highest ranking official at the FAA during 
9/11, under FAA administrator Jane Garvey (#2) and Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta 
(#1). In a prepared statement to the 9/11 Commission of June 17, 2004, Belger likewise stated: 


“Before 9/11, FAA’s traditional communication channel with the military during a crisis 
had been through the National Military Command Center (NMCC). They were always 
included in the communication net that was used to manage a hijack incident... FAA 
would frequently ask the military, through the NMCC, for airborne surveillance of the 
hijacked aircraft to monitor its movements.” 


“On 9/11 FAA did not have formal dedicated communication channels directly to 
NORAD.” 


During Belger’s verbal testimony that same day, he added: 


“The hijacking net is an open communication net run by the FAA hijack coordinator... for 
the purpose of getting the affected federal agencies together to hear information at the 
same time. That's the purpose of the hijack net... [T]he fundamental primary source of 
information between the FAA, DOD, FBI, Secret Service... [and] every other agenc[y] 
[and] the airlines... is the FAA hijack net...” 


“It was my assumption that morning, as it had been for my 30 years of experience with 
the FAA, that the NMCC was on that net and hearing everything real-time... I've lived 
through dozens of hijackings in my 30-year FAA career...and they were always there. 
They were always on the net, and were always listening in with everybody else.” 


Sources: 

New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 17-18 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 
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CHAPTER 4 - THE START TIME 

Summary 

FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Mike Weikert opened the hijack net at 8:50 after hearing of 
the first WTC impact (Com-Weikert MFR). This early start time was corroborated by statements 
from numerous FAA/White House/NORAD sources, including: 


e FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger (firsthand witness) (Com-Belger MFR+Test) 

e FAA Federal Security Manager Pete Falcone (firsthand witness) (Com-Falcone MFR) 

e FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager (formerly FAA liaison to Air Force) Dan Noel 
Garvey (firsthand witness) (Com-Noel MFR) 

e FAA Administrator Jane Garvey (firsthand witness) (Com-Garvey MFR+Test) 

e FAA Manager Lynn Asmus (Com-Asmus Test) 

e FAA Manager Linda Schuessler (Com-Schuessler Test) 

e FAA Chronology ADA-30 (official 9/11 chronology) (FAA) 

e Air Force official 9/11 history entitled “Air War Over America” (Air Force) 

e Air Force Vice Commander Colonel William Scott (Com-Scott Test) 

e Air Force Secretary General Craig McKinley (Com-McKinley Test) 

e NORAD Continental Commander Major General Arnold (firsthand witness) (Com-Arnold 
Test) 

e Vice President Cheney (NYT-Cheney) 


Various agencies (Weikert listed FBI, State Department, White House situation room, DOD) 
joined the hijack net promptly (Com-Weikert MFR). However, the NMCC — a formally required 
liaison between the FAA and NORAD - forsook its thirty-year history of prompt participation and 
did not join until half an hour later at 9:20 (Com-Weikert MFR, Com-Belger MFR+Test, Com- 
Falcone MER, FAA). 


However, the 9/11 Commission lied and said the hijack net did begin or link in any other 
government agencies before 9:20 (Com-pg. 36, 462). Chronologies of the hijack net were 
generated (Com-Weikert MFR, Com-Belger MFR). However, the Justice Department withheld 
them from the public domain and the 9/11 Commission did not cite them as sources (Com- 
Belger MFR). 


Sources: 

FAA, 9/11/2001, “Chronology ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001.” 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 59, 71-73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press’” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Larry Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 10/21/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Administrator] Jane Garvey” 
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9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” (including handwritten notes) 

9/11 Commission, 4/28/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Emergency Operations Staff Manager] Dan Noel” 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 5/11/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Federal Security Manager] Pete Falcone” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 462 (Ch. 1 FN 188) 


All Evidence Points to Early Hijack Net Start Time; Commission Rejects, Contradicts Itself; 
Evidence Is Suppressed 

The FAA hijack net consisted of two parts. The “tactical net” was used for FAA headquarters to 
communicate with other FAA entities such as the FAA Command Center and regional air traffic 
control centers (Boston, New York, Washington, Cleveland, etc.). The “primary net” was used for 
FAA headquarters to communicate with other government agencies such as the NMCC, FBI, and 
Secret Service. FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Mike Weikert “was handling the primary net 
for most of the day,” according to his 9/11 Commission staff interview memorandum, which 
further explained: 


“There were two teleconference nets; a primary and a tactical. The tactical was designed 
for FAA internal use — other FAA offices and field units. The primary net would engage... 
other agencies...” 


“We had 11 positions in the ACC [Aviation Crisis Center, where the hijack net was run]... 
Two positions [Mike Weikert on primary and Pete Falcon on tactical] would oversee the 
other 9 in the ACC.” 


Regarding the start time of the tactical and primary nets, Weikert’s memorandum stated: 


“At 8:45 AM, he [Weikert] and his colleague... were paged simultaneously... He got an 
initial brief... He told [his colleague], ‘Let's open up the nets and fire up the command 
center.” 


Notice Weikert’s use of the word “nets,” plural, referring to the tactical and primary nets. This 
moment resulted in both nets being initiated at 8:50. However, on the morning of 9/11 the 
NMCC unimaginably forsook its 30-plus year history of prompt attendance and neglected to call 
in for half an hour despite being “staffed twenty-four hours a day with as many as two hundred 
military officers and civilian staff and equipped with arrays of communications systems... for any 
and every crisis, from nuclear war to hijacked airliners,” as we saw earlier from the New York 
Times. Because the primary net by definition includes the NMCC, it did not officially begin until 
the NMCC finally called in at 9:20 even though the FAA and various other government entities 
had been communicating over it long prior. 


Weikert’s interview memorandum stated: 
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“The primary net as defined has the NMCC... monitoring the net as a protocol.” 


“He [Weikert] relied on the [hijack net] personnel to use a checklist to alert relevant 
parties to the primary net. FBI, State Department, White House situation room, DOD... 
There was some effort to get the military on one of the nets. It was an open question: 
‘Does anyone have contact with the military right now?’ It was Monte Belger that was 
framing the question at the time... Roughly 9:20 the [NMCC] line was activated.” 


Similarly, the 9/11 Commission staff interview memorandum of FAA Federal Security Manager 
Pete Falcone, who helped Weikert run the hijack net, stated: 


“He [Falcone] tried to reach NMCC. He couldn't reach them. That was surprising to him... 
NMCC was supposed to be on it...” 


Monte Belger corroborated Weikert and Falcon and expressed that he was shocked and angered 
by the NMCC’s tardiness when he was questioned by the 9/11 Commission on June 17, 2004. 
Here is part of that exchange: 


Belger: “It is clear | think in the record that at 9:20 the FAA operations center did call the 
National Military Command Center and add them into the hijacking net... It was my 
assumption that morning, as it had been for my 30 years of experience with the FAA, 
that the NMCC was on that net and hearing everything real-time... And | can tell you I've 
lived through dozens of hijackings in my 30-year FAA career... and they were always 
there. They were always on the net, and were always listening in with everybody else.” 


Commissioner Gorelick: “At some point, however, in the course of that call you became 
aware that the military was not involved in any meaningful way. Is that correct? We 
heard some rather colorful language came from your mouth at that point.” 


Belger: “I don't doubt that... | wasn't very happy.” 


The “record” Belger mentioned was “Chronology ADA-30.” The publicly available version of this 
record has completely redacted events listed at both 8:50 and 9:20. This record will be discussed 
more ina moment. 


Other sources corroborated the hijack nets’ early start time and the NMCC’s tardiness as well. 
For example, FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager (formerly FAA liaison to Air Force) Dan 
Noel’s 9/11 Commission staff interview memorandum stated: 


“the tactical net was established at 8:50...” 
Likewise, handwritten notes from Monte Belger’s staff interview stated: 
“Tactical Net Internal to FAA 
Primary Net bring in other Fed agencies 
SS [Secret Service] 


FBI 
DoD (NMCC)” 
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“From Logs 
Tac Net 0850 
Primary Net 0920” 


“Primary [net]... NMCC should have been on first” 
Also, the memorandum from the staff interview with FAA Administrator Jane Garvey stated: 


“After the second crash, she... was listening in on the [hijack net] communications, it was 
clear the other agencies had been pulled in to the call...” 


And, regarding the Secret Service’s early participation, Vice President Cheney stated on NBC’s 
Meet the Press less than a week after 9/11 (transcribed by the New York Times): 


“The Secret Service has an arrangement with the FAA. They had open lines after the 
World Trade Center was [hit].” 


Due to its dereliction, the NMCC was apparently circumvented as a middleman between the FAA 
and NORAD. During the May 23", 2003, 9/11 Commission public hearing when Commissioner 
Ben-Veniste read aloud an FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on 
September 11th, 2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey and two “high level 
individuals at FAA, Mr. [Lynn] Asmus and Ms. [Linda] Schuessler.” Per Ben-Veniste, the 
document stated: 


“Within minutes after the first aircraft hit the World Trade Center, the FAA immediately 
established several phone bridges that included FAA field facilities, the FAA command 
center, FAA headquarters, DOD, the Secret Service and other government agencies. The 
U.S. Air Force liaison to the FAA immediately joined the FAA headquarters phone bridge 
and established contact with NORAD on a separate line.” 


It is unknown who from the military liaison office at FAA headquarters reached out to NORAD. 
The memorandum from the staff’s interview with the head of this office — Colonel Cheryl Atkins 
— said that she personally did not participate in the hijack net. (She went to the Air Traffic 
Situation Room, not the Aviation Crisis Center, where the hijack net was run.) The memorandum 
makes no mention of her subordinates’ activities. However, there is broad corroboration of the 
Garvey/Asmus/Schuessler document from NORAD officials. For example, in May of 2003, Air 
Force Vice Commander Colonel William Scott and Air Force Secretary Major General Craig 
McKinley testified before the 9/11 Commission that at “9:16 [before the NMCC joined the hijack 
net], now FAA reports [to NORAD] a possible hijack of United Flight 93, which is out in the Ohio 
area...” 


NORAD Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold likewise stated: 


“the second aircraft crashed into the tower... And then very shortly thereafter we got a 
call... [that] United 93 flight being a possible hijacking.” 


“.United 93... was being pointed out to us very aggressively | might say by the FAA.” 
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This was also corroborated by the Air Force’s official record of the 9/11 attacks published in 
2003 by the Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office under the name, “Air War Over America: 
Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission.” For example, page 59 quoted Major General Larry 
Arnold as stating that shortly after the 2nd WTC impact, “we were getting calls about United 
Flight 93...” Then pages 71-73 quoted Arnold describing at length a conference call with the FAA 
and his three subordinate commanders over the Northeastern, Western, and Southeast NORAD 
sectors (Colonels Robert Marr, John Cromwell, and Larry Kemp, respectively.) The book said of 
Arnold, Marr, Cromwell, and Kemp: 


“They were making fast decisions as the FAA reported more information.” 


The 9/11 Commission Final Report appears to have made every effort to cover up the hijack 
nets’ 8:50 start time and the NMCC’s breathtaking dereliction. On page 36 it stated: 


“At about 9:20, security personnel at FAA headquarters set up a hijacking teleconference 
with several agencies, including the Defense Department... Acting Deputy Administrator 

Belger was frustrated to learn later in the morning that the military had not been on the 

call.” 


The first sentence was a blatant lie. As we have seen, (according to Mike Weikert who ran the 
net, with corroborating statements from Pete Falcon, Monte Belger, Dan Noel, Jane Garvey, Vice 
President Cheney, Lynn Asmus, Linda Schuessler, Colonel Scott, Major General McKinley, Major 
General Larry Arnold, and the official Air Force 9/11 record) the FAA hijack net was set up at 
8:50 with other government agencies being brought in well before the NMCC. Furthermore, the 
second sentence contradicts the first. The first sentence said the Defense Department was on 
the call as soon as it was established. And the second sentence said the call was established 
before the military joined, to Belger’s frustration. Which is it? 


To support its false claim, the Commission report cited footnote 188 on page 462, which said: 
“For the time of the teleconference, see FAA record, Chronology ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001.” 


“Chronology ADA-30” is a publicly available 25-page FAA record with time-marked events 
beginning early September 11 through late September 26. Remember, this is the same record 
mentioned earlier — the one which Monte Belger pointed to as evidence of the NMCC’s 9:20 join 
time. As stated, the events listed at both 9:20 and 8:50 are completely redacted. Behind the 
redactions, these events undoubtedly say the hijack net (both the tactical and primary nets) 
were initiated at 8:50, but the NMCC did not join until 9:20. 


Furthermore, there were additional records withheld from the public that specified the time at 
which each hijack net participant joined. The memorandum from Mike Weikert’s staff interview 
stated: 


“An event recorder for the primary and an event recorder for the tactical nets were 
located in the room... Event recorders were computerized. It was a software product 
designed in-house. The system was fairly new. It was capable of tracking multiple events. 
They were kept that day. The log was kept running for some time.” 
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Correspondingly, the memorandum from Monte Belger’s staff interview stated: 


“He [Belger] thinks when the [hijack net] calls other agencies to bring them into the net 
the time of the call is recorded and logged... Belger believes he received prepared 
chronologies regarding the primary net. Belger commented that there was guidance 
from the Justice Department not to publicly release any time-specific document post- 
9/11.” 


Sources: 

FAA, 9/11/2001, “Chronology ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001.” 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 59, 71-73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press’” 

New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Larry Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 10/21/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Administrator] Jane Garvey” 

9/11 Commission, 3/26/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Military Liaison] Colonel Cheryl Atkins” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” (including handwritten notes) 

9/11 Commission, 4/28/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Emergency Operations Staff Manager] Dan Noel” 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 5/11/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Federal Security Manager] Pete Falcone” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 462 (Ch. 1 FN 188) 
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CHAPTER 5 - THE WITNESSES 

Summary 

Over two dozen sources provided broad agreement that the FAA provided useful, timely 
information regarding Flights 77 and 93 to NORAD, the White House/Secret Service, and the 
Pentagon and that fighter jets were scrambled from Langley Air Base at 9:24 in response to one 
or both of these flights. Several are official FAA/NORAD/Air Force records or chronologies. 
Several others are highly detailed firsthand accounts by FAA/NORAD/White House/Secret 
Service officials. However, the 9/11 Commission Report asserted that virtually every detail of 
every one of these accounts was false. 


Over Two Dozen Sources (Including Many First-Hand Witnesses) Agree FAA Provided Useful 
Real-Time Information on Flights 77 & 93; Commission Rejects All of It 

In contradiction to the 9/11 Commission’s official narrative, an abundance of officials and official 
sources provided broad agreement that the FAA provided useful, timely information regarding 
Flights 77 and 93 to NORAD, the White House/Secret Service, and the Pentagon and that fighter 
jets were scrambled from Langley Air Base at 9:24 in response to one or both of these flights. 
Let’s begin by returning to FAA Administrator Jane Garvey’s (and Mr. Asmus’ and Ms. 
Schuessler’s) May of 2003 document read aloud by Commissioner Ben-Veniste. It said the 
following about what information was shared by the FAA over the 9/11 hijack net: 


“The FAA shared real-time information on the phone bridges about the unfolding events, 
including information about loss of communication with aircraft, loss of transponder 
signals, unauthorized changes in course, and other actions being taken by all the flights 
of interest, including Flight 77.” 


“Other parties on the phone bridges in turn shared information about actions they were 
taken. NORAD logs indicate that the FAA made formal notification about American Flight 
77 [the same time as the Langley scramble] at 9:24 a.m. But information about the flight 
was conveyed continuously during the phone bridges before the formal notification.” 


Similarly, during the June of 2004 public hearing, Commissioner Lehman heatedly (and 
ridiculously) asked FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger why the FAA did not provide timely 
information to the NMCC for Flights 77 and 93 through an out-of-protocol conference that the 
NMCC initiated apart from the FAA. Belger’s reply implied this information was appropriately 
provided through the hijack net. He stated: 


Commissioner Lehman: “There was no notification of multiple hijackings... There was no 
notification of the military on 93. There was no direct communication with NORAD from 
headquarters... The communications with NMCC, which you have said was where the 
focus of headquarters was, was never established during the critical period.” 


Monte Belger: “As I said before, the National Military Command Center was entered into 
the hijacking at 9:20 in the morning. That net’s there for everybody to listen, real-time, 
to hear what’s going on. So — I mean, that's just a fact... The FAA has the latest 
communication capability. | don't know who [the NMCC] called, but our intelligence folks 
were right there next to the operations center... at 9:20, the NMCC was called... In my 30 
years of history, there was always somebody listening to that net.” 
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Belger also emphasized in his 9/11 Commission staff interview that the FAA provided timely 
military alerts of Flight 77 and 93 and that the Langley scramble was executed in response to the 
latter. The memorandum from his interview stated: 


“Langley fighters, according to Belger, were scrambled for ‘the unidentified aircraft that 
later turned out to be AAL 77...’” 


“Belger then told Commission staff that he recollects that at the time UAL 93 was in 
distress ‘everybody including the military was following it real-time... [because] the 
primary net had been set up...’” 


“He holds the position that the NMCC was on the primary net, and thus ‘notified’ of UAL 
93.” 


Additionally, Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta repeatedly told the media that he and 
Monte Belger tracked Flight 77’s location in real-time as it approached Washington D.C. Ina 
2002 MSNBC interview with Robert Hager, Mineta stated: 


“So we went running down and went into the PEOC which is the bunker, as you know, 
under the White House... | started to establish a direct line to the FAA to find out what 
was going on, and the Vice President and I were across from each other on the 
conference room table in the PEOC... it was probably about 9:27... someone said, ‘Mr. 
Vice President, there's a plane 50-miles out.’ 


So | was talking to Monte Belger, the Deputy Director of the FAA, and I said, ‘Monte, 
what do you have 50-miles out?’ He said, ‘Well, we have a target, bogey, on the radar, 
but the transponder's been turned off, so we have no identification of this aircraft...’ So 
then someone came in, the same person came in and said, ‘Mr. Vice President... the 
plane’s 30-miles out.’ 


“And so then the person came in and said, ‘Mr. Vice President, the plane's ten miles 
out,’ and so I said, ‘Monte, where is it?’ and he said, ‘Well, I'm not really sure...’ And then 
pretty soon he said, ‘Oh-oh, we just lost the target.’ And so a few moments later, 
someone came in and said, ‘Mr. Vice President, there's been an explosion at the 
Pentagon.” 


Likewise, Mineta stated on an ABC News special in September of 2002: 


“Someone came in and said Mr. Vice President, there’s a plane out 50 miles. And so I 
said, Monty, what do you have? He said, well we’re watching this target on the radar, 
but the transponder’s been turned off. So we, have no identification. Someone came in 
and said, Mr. Vice President, the airplane's 30 miles out. The fellow came in and said, it’s 
ten miles out... He said, uh-oh, we just lost the bogey, meaning the target went off the 
screen. So I said, well, where is it? And he said, well, we're not really sure.” 


Mineta also testified before the 9/11 Commission in May of 2003 of this same exchange 


between Cheney and his aid in the PEOC sometime after 9:20 as Flight 77 was approaching 
Washington D.C. 
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Further, FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Michael Weikert, who personally ran the primary 
hijack net, told the 9/11 Commission staff during his interview: 


“NMCC is the conduit to the Special Operations [fighter jet support] groups. We were 
trying to raise them [fighter jet support] when we were tracking the plane [Flight 77] 
that crashed in the Pentagon. Belger was in the room at the time. He was monitoring 
both nets [tactical and primary]. ATC [Air Traffic Control — also on the net] was 
monitoring 93. It was heading toward Washington... They were monitoring the event 
through the net.” 


NORAD agreed that it received useful information regarding Flights 77 and 93. On September 
18, 2001, NORAD publicly released a document entitled, “VORAD’s Response Times.” Regarding 
the FAA’s notification to the military of Flight 77 and the subsequent Langley scramble, the 
document stated: 


“FAA Notification to NEADS 0924 
Fighter Scramble: Order (Langley AFB, Hampton, Va. 2 F-16s) 0924” 


Further, the document said the FAA’s notification time for Flight 93 was “N/A” or not applicable, 
because by then: 


“The FAA and NEADS established a line of open communication discussing AA FIt 77 and 
UAL Fit 93.” 


These entries corresponded with an August of 2002 FAA press release entitled, “Fact Sheet: 
Chronology of Events on September 11, 2001 (August 2002)”. The press release stated: 


“0924. The FAA notifies NORAD’s Northeast Air Defense Sector about the suspected 
hijacking of American Flight 77. The FAA and NORAD establish an open line to discuss 
American 77 and United 93.” 


Correspondingly, in October of 2001 NORAD Commander Eberhart testified before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee and had the following exchange with Senator Wayne Allard: 


Levin: “General Eberhart... The time line that we've been given is that... at 9:25, the FAA 
notified NORAD that flight 77 was headed toward Washington...” 


Eberhart: “Sir, there is one minor difference. | show it as 9:24 that we were notified, and 
that's the first notification that we received...” 


Allard: “Then FAA continued to notify NORAD that you had two other potential 
hijackings, these headed for Washington; is that correct?” 


Eberhart: “Yes, sir... we were working that with the FAA and we launched the airplanes 
out of Langley Air Force Base as soon as they notified us about hijacking... United Airlines 
flight 93 in Pennsylvania...we were trying to decide, initially, if that flight was going to 
continue west and if there was some other target for that flight... It dropped off their 
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radar scope... And then they reacquired it. And at that time it became obvious to us 
that... it was headed probably for Washington, D.C...” 


(Two and a half years later, Eberhart flip-flopped on this position under threat of being 
prosecuted for false testimony, as we will discuss in a future chapter.) 


Also, in May of 2003, Air Force Vice Commander Colonel William Scott and Air Force Secretary 
Major General Craig McKinley testified together of the following: 


Scott: “At 9:09... at about that same time, kind of way out in the West, is when America 
77, which in the meantime has turned off its transponder and turned left back toward 
Washington, appears back in radar coverage. And my understanding is the FAA 
controllers now are beginning to pick up primary skin paints on an airplane, and they 
don't know exactly whether that is 77, and they are asking a lot of people whether it is, 
including a C-130 that is westbound toward Ohio... 


9:16, now FAA reports a possible hijack of United Flight 93, which is out in the Ohio 
area... 


At 9:24 the FAA reports a possible hijack of 77. That's sometime after they had been 
tracking this primary target. And at that moment as well is when the Langley F-16s were 
scrambled out of Langley. 


At 9:25, America 77 is reported headed towards Washington, D.C., not exactly precise 
information, just general information across the chat logs... At 9:30 the Langley F-16s are 
airborne. They are 105 miles away from the Washington area... 


“At 9:37 we have the last radar data [of Flight 77] near the Pentagon. And 9:40, 
immediately following that, is when 93 up north turns its transponders off out in the 
West toward Ohio, and begins a left turn back toward the East... 


At 10:02, United 93 last radar data and the estimated impact time for United 93 is 
10:03.” 


McKinley: “Mr. Chairman, we thought right up front we'd put that on the record... this is 
the... continental NORAD region timeline... this is the best and most accurate data that 
we could piece together...” 


Further, just minutes after Colonel Scott’s and Major General McKinley’s statements, NORAD 
Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold likewise testified: 


“9:24 was the first time that we had been advised of American 77 as a possible 
hijacked airplane. Our focus... was on United 93, which was being pointed out to us very 


aggressively | might say by the FAA.” 


“the second aircraft crashed into the tower... And then very shortly thereafter we got a 
call from on the United 93 flight being a possible hijacking. And that aircraft, as you -- 
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well, | don't know if you know, but it wandered around. That aircraft wandered around 
and flew up over the northern part of Pennsylvania and Ohio.” 


“in the record you see the [9:24] time when we were notified of the American Flight 77 
as being a possible hijack... And we had launched almost simultaneously with that, we 
launched the aircraft out of Langley to put them over top of Washington, D.C., not in 
response to American Airline 77, but really to put them in position in case United 93 
were to head that way.” 


About one week after the May of 2003 hearing, Colonel Scott e-mailed Major General Arnold’s 
subordinate — NORAD’s Northeastern sector (NEADS) Commander Colonel Robert Marr — to ask 
for clarify about whether the Langley fighters were scrambled in response to Flight 77 or Flight 
93. Colonel Marr would have known better than anyone since he was the one who gave the 
scramble order. He e-mailed the following reply on June 2, 2003, which was later quoted 
verbatim in a letter by the 9/11 Commission to the DOD and DOT Inspectors General: 


“The answer on AA77 is not easy, nor is it pretty. At the time AA77 was occurring we 
were focused on UAL93 which was the only confirmed hijack that the FAA had identified 
to us. My records show UAL93 reported as hijacked at 0916L, once we found it and 
identified it’s [sic] westerly heading, we scrambled Langley at 0924L just in case it turned 
around toward DC, which it did later. At 0924L we also received a call from the FAA 
about AA77 with a follow-up call at 0925L. It is easiest to explain the simultaneous 
scramble order with the AA77 notification as the scramble being against AA77 - it takes 
a lot of time to explain to the public that you're scrambling fighters against a plane 
heading away from the possible target.” 


Similarly, Marr told the 9/11 Commission staff in his January of 2004 interview that he 
considered both Flight 77 and Flight 93 to have been potential threats to Washington D.C. and 
ordered the scramble to protect Washington D.C. The memorandum from Marr’s interview 
stated: 


“Marr’s memory of AA 77... was that he had received information on a threat perceived 
on Washington, D.C. and on the White House.” 


“Marr noted that much going on led him to believe Washington was at risk, and he 
commented that in his recollection UAL 93 was hijacked.” 


“Marr noted that he decided to scramble in response to a variety of events that 
occurred... [and to] protect the NCA [National Command Authority — i.e. the Pentagon 
and the White House].” 


Correspondingly, the man responsible for executing Marr’s scramble order — Senior Airmen 
Tracking Technician Lieutenant Jeremy Powell — likewise recalled tracking Flights 77 and 93 on 
radar shortly after the scramble. The memorandum from his staff interview stated: 


“One of Powell's lines is used specifically for NEADS scrambles. This was used on 9/11 for 


Langley, which launched three fighters... Powell commented that after the scrambles of 
Langley AFB... NEADS addressed the tracking of the AA 77 (American Airlines Flight 77) 
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and UAL 93... Powell specifically remembers watching the AA 77 track into the 
Pentagon.” 


Also, as Commissioner Ben-Veniste pointed out in the June of 2004 hearing, the Air Force’s 
official record of the 9/11 attacks published in 2003 by the Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs 
Office under the name, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” told 
the same story. For example, on page 63, it stated: 


“With little time to grasp what had happened in New York, the FAA continued to report 
more shocking information in the Northeast sector: American Airlines Flight 77... [was a] 
possible hijacked. Somewhere over Cleveland, United Airlines Flight 93 bound for San 
Francisco was still off course. ‘The FAA is starting to report more aircraft not following 
their flight plans,’ [NEADS Commander Colonel Robert] Marr says. ‘Now we are looking 
at a host of potential problems.’ ...The [Langley] pilots were still in their cockpits at 
Langley Air Force Base. At the squadron operations desk... Craig Borgstrom took a terse 
phone call from NEADS... The active air scramble order had been given. It was 9:24...” 


The book also contained harmonious quotations from both Major General Arnold and Colonel 
Marr. Page 59 quoted Arnold as saying that shortly after the 2nd WTC impact, “we were getting 
calls about United Flight 93...” 


On pages 71-73 Arnold described the following conference call with the FAA and his three 
subordinate commanders over the Northeastern, Western, and Southeast NORAD sectors 
(Colonels Robert Marr, John Cromwell, and Larry Kemp, respectively.) The book said of Arnold, 
Marr, Cromwell, and Kemp: 


“They were making fast decisions as the FAA reported more information.” 


It then quoted Arnold as stating: 


“We were concerned about Flight 93... and were trying to find aircraft in the vicinity to 
help out. We didn’t know where it was going to go. We were concerned about Detroit... 
Then we watched the 93 track as it meandered around the Ohio-Pennsylvania area and 
started to turn south toward D.C. By now the Pentagon has been hit and we have 
aircraft on orbit... (from the Langley alert detachment). They are now orbiting over 
Washington, D.C, and have been for awhile. As United 93 headed toward D.C., the desire 
is to move the fighters toward those aircraft. But as we discussed it in the conference 
call, we decided not to move fighters toward 93 until it was closer because there could 
have been other aircraft coming in... [However,] | had every intention of shooting down 
United 93 if it continued to progress toward Washington.” 


Arnold also told the 9/11 Commission during his testimony: 


“at one time we thought either the Delta flight [falsely reported as a possible hijack] or 
the United 93 might pose a threat to Detroit. We tried to get airplanes airborne out of 
the Toledo Air National Guard at that particular time. ‘Can you get anything airborne? 
Because we have this United 93 and this Delta. We need to intercept it and see what is 
going on with those particular aircraft...” 
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(Arnold later flip-flopped on this position under threat of being prosecuted for false testimony, 
as we will discuss in a future chapter.) 


Similarly, page 68 quoted Marr speaking about earlier moments in the same teleconference 
before Flight 93 turned around toward Washington D.C. Marr stated: 


“We don’t have fighters that way and we think [Flight 93 is] headed toward Detroit or 
Chicago. I’m thinking Chicago is the target and know that Selfridge Air National Guard 
Base (Mich.) had F-16s in the air. We contacted them so they could head off 93 at the 
pass. The idea is to get in there, close in on him and convince him to turn... As United 
Airlines Flight 93 was going out, we received clearance to kill if need be. In fact, Major 
General Arnold’s words almost verbatim were: ‘We will take lives in the air to save lives 
on the ground.’” 


Corresponding to this, the memorandum from Marr’s interview with the 9/11 Commission staff 
stated: 


“Marr commented that he remembered directing the staff in general to look for more 
fighters... He recalled eventually getting fighters that were training in Selfridge. He noted 
that those fighters were... directed to UAL 93.” 


“Marr commented that he distinctly remembers watching the flight UAL 93 come west, 
and turn over Cleveland.” 


Marr related the same anecdote to ABC News one year after 9/11 and even emphasized how 
clearly he remembered the presidential shoot-down order that Major General Arnold passed 
down. Marr stated: 


“I got the call and I, the words [Major General Arnold spoke] that | remember as clear as 
day was, ‘we will take lives in the air to preserve lives on the ground.’ And we of course 
passed that on to the pilots [two F-16 pilots on a training mission from Selfridge Air 
National Guard Base near Detroit]. United Airlines Flight 93 will not be allowed to reach 
Washington, DC.” 


“So we were able to get hold them on the radios and say, hey guys, we may need you to 
come down south and try and head off United Airlines Flight 93. The real scary part is 
that those guys are up there ona training mission. They don't have any weapons on 
board they can use.” 


“The first question that came from my mission crew commander, the individual that’s in 
charge of the operations force, said, ‘well, sir, what are they gonna do?’ | said, ‘we’re 
gonna put them as close to that airplane they can get, in view of the cockpit, and 
convince that guy in that airplane that he needs to land... [If that doesn’t work] as 
military men, there are, times you have to make sacrifices, that you have to make 
[implying the pilots would be asked to crash into the hijacked plane].” 
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Likewise, in a March of 2005 interview with Newhouse News, Marr gave another detailed 
description of the moments leading up to and during his conversation with the Selfridge mission 
crew commander. The article stated: 


“United Airlines 93 was flying parallel to Delta Flight 1989 over Pennsylvania and 
heading west. Both were thought to be hijacked, Marr says. ‘At that time, we didn't have 
any fighters out there... | directed the battle staff to look for anyone who was out there, 
anyone who could help us out.” 


“Two [unarmed] Air National Guard fighters had just taken off from Selfridge Air 
National Guard Base [on a training mission] near Detroit and were heading north along 
Lake Michigan. The two fighters were ordered south in case United Airlines 93 was 
targeting Chicago. Marr remembers thinking, ‘OK, we got the World Trade Center out, 
but the Sears Tower is over there...” 


“The [Selfridge] mission crew commander asked Marr what they were going to do. ‘I 
said, ‘We’re going to have the fighters fly as close to the cockpit as we can and we’re 
going to convince that airliner that he can’t get to Chicago and he needs to put down 
someplace else,” Marr recalls.” 


“And if they don't comply? ‘And | said, ‘Then we’ll talk about what we have to ask those 
pilots to do,” Marr says. ‘Yes, there were unarmed people in the air and, let’s face it, you 
do what you've got to do if you're going to protect the populace. You're in the military.’” 


Lieutenant Powell also corroborated Marr’s and Arnold’s recollections about looking for fighter 
support out west to intercept Flight 93 before it turned back toward Washington D.C. His staff 
interview memorandum stated: 


“Powell called the air defense bases to the west to assess their air defense capability... 
He asked Selfridge in a recorded conversation to vector the aircraft flying training 
exercises in the Pike Gauntlet airspace towards Pennsylvania... NEADS knew that the 
Pennsylvania aircraft was a hijack, thus he moved to position assets in that area.” 


Additionally, Secret Service agent Barbara Riggs during a 2006 interview at Cornell University 
stated: 


“Through monitoring radar and activating an open line with the FAA, the Secret Service 
was able to receive real time information about other hijacked aircraft. We were 
tracking two hijacked aircraft as they approached Washington, DC, and our assumption 
was that the White House was a target. While the White House was evacuated, the 
Secret Service prepared to defend the facility.” 


Correspondingly, Vice President Cheney stated on NBC’s Meet the Press: 
“Flight 77... turned back and headed back towards Washington. As best we can tell, they 
came initially at the White house... Didn't circle it, but was headed on a track into it. The 


secret service has an arrangement with the FAA, they had open lines after the World 
Trade Center was [hit].” 
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Likewise, the Secret Service agent in charge of presidential movements, Nelson Garabito, 
contacted his FAA counterpart, Terry Van Steenbergen, at FAA headquarters just after the 
second WTC impact. At this point several critical actions unfolded: 


1) The two immediately agreed that the White House needed protection and all incoming 
aircraft should be considered hostile. 


2) Steenbergen informed Garabito that two additional planes were considered potential 
hijacks (almost certainly referring to Flight 77 and 93) and one of them had already 
turned around and was heading toward Washington D.C. This could only refer to Flight 
77. 


3) Steenbergen’s subordinates immediately, successfully contacted Langley and Andrews 
Air Force to request fighters be scrambled. After this Steenbergen was confident Langley 
was scrambling fighters. 


4) Garabito called down the PEOC. 


5) Garabito received presidential shoot-down authorization, which he passed to 
Steenbergen. 


6) The two tracked Flight 77’s real-time position during its final approach to Washington 
D.C. 


Garabito’s statement and interview notes are contained in a 9/11 Commission document dated 
July 28, 2003 and entitled, “USSS Statement and Interview Reports”. Steenbergen’s notes are 
contained in his 9/11 Commission interview memorandum. It is explicit from the notes that 
actions 1 through 4 and 6 all occurred before the Pentagon impact. Action 5 — receiving shoot 
down authorization — appears to have occurred before the Pentagon impact as well but this is 
not stated explicitly. Here are some key excerpts: 


Garabito Statement: “In EOC [Emergency Operations Center] for 9am meeting; second 
plane struck... Immediately called Terry Van Steenbergen at FAA - he said there were 4 
planes believed to be hijacked and 2 outstanding - believed to be traveling to DC. 
Nelson... contacted the PEOC and placed on speaker...” 


Garabito Interview Notes: “Recalls 3 separate groups of info reported by FAA prior to 
crash: (1) two unaccounted for planes, possibly hijacked, in addition to those that 
crashed into WTC; (2) one of the unaccounted planes was heading to DC (3) the 
unaccounted for airplane toward DC was 30 miles out and coming in fast and low.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “...Nelson Garabito of the Secret Service... was calling 
[Steenbergen] from the White House [Secret Service] JOC [Joint Operations Center]... 
within 30 seconds of the 2nd plane hitting the Trade Center... all inbound planes were 
considered hostile.” 
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Steenbergen Interview: “/Steenbergen] had the three people in his office call over to 
Andrews, Langley... to see if they would launch some fighter pilots... Karen [Pontius] had 
worked at Andrews AFB, she made the call over there. Scott Hagen called his liaison at 
Langley AFB. [Steenbergen’s] staff had achieved what they were asked to do. He 
remembers he was confident that Langley was going to launch. This occurred before the 
plane crashed into the Pentagon.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “Steenbergen said we needed fighters airborne... National 
Command Authority needed to give access to shoot down an aircraft. He told Nelson 
that he needed to get that, if fighters were going to launch to fire... Two minutes after 
Steenbergen suggested Garabito seek authorization to shoot, he responded that the Vice 
President had authorized the use of lethal force.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “[Steenbergen’s subordinate] Scott [Hagan] went into the TSD 
[Air Traffic Situation Display] room while Steenbergen stayed on the line with Garabito. 
Scott said he had AAL 77 spotted on the TSD [Air Traffic Situation Display]. According to 
Steenbergen, ‘Scott watched it come around the Potomac out the window.’ He was 
yelling out to Van Steenbergen where the thing was.” 


Additionally, in his 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” perennial (since the 1980s) White House 
Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke, who led the White House teleconference, stated: 


“As | entered the Video Center... | could see people rushing into studios around the city: 
Donald Rumsfeld at Defense... General Dick Myers was filling in for the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs... [FAA Administrator Jane] Garvey read from a list... ‘Here’s what we have as 
potential hijacks... United 93 over Pennsylvania... [Secret Service Director Brian] Stafford 
slipped me a note. ‘Radar shows aircraft [Flight 77] headed this way.’ Secret Service had 
a system that allowed them to see what FAA’s radar was seeing.” 


The White House teleconference was separate from the hijack net, but the fact that Garvey 
shared this information so early through this communication strongly suggests the same 
information would have been shared on the hijack net as well. 


Clarke also said that he received presidential shoot-down authorization from Major Michael 
Fenzel who was with Cheney in the PEOC as Air Force One was getting ready to take off in 
Florida. (Air Force began being boarded between 9:42 and 9:45 and took off at 9:54, according 
to page 39 of the 9/11 Commission Report.) Clarke then passed this on to Defense Secretary 
Rumsfeld, Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, and acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff General Richard Myers. Here are some key quotations. 


Shortly before learning the Pentagon had been struck, Clark said to Fenzel: 
“..we need to authorize the Air Force to shoot down any aircraft — including a hijacked 
passenger flight — that looks like it is threatening to attack and cause large-scale death 


on the ground. Got it?” 


Fenzel replied: 
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“Roger that Dick, get right back to you.” 


After the Pentagon was struck, as Air Force One was preparing for departure between 8:42 and 
9:54, Fenzel phoned Clarke from the PEOC and said: 


“Air Force One is getting ready to take off... Tell the Pentagon they have authority from 
the President to shoot down hostile aircraft, repeat, they have authority to shoot down 
hostile aircraft.” 


Upon hearing this, Clarke thought to himself: 


“I was amazed at the speed of the decisions coming from Cheney and, through him, from 
Bush.” 


Clarke then told the White House teleconference DOD participants, including Rumsfeld, 
Wolfowitz, and Myers: 


“DOD, DOD... the President has ordered the use of force against aircraft deemed to be 
hostile.” 


Clarke further explained: 


“Rumsfeld said the smoke was getting into the Pentagon secure teleconferencing studio. 
Franklin Miller urged him to helicopter to DOD’s alternative site. ‘1am too goddamn old 
to go to an alternate site,’ the Secretary answered. Rumsfeld moved to another studio in 
the Pentagon and sent his deputy, Paul Wolfowitz, to the remote site. General Myers 
asked, ‘Okay, shoot down aircraft, but what are the ROE [Rules of Engagement] ?” 


This sequence implied that Vice President Cheney was in the PEOC and it was from Cheney that 
Fenzel received Bush’s shoot-down authorization for Clarke. However, Clarke said this outright 
in a November 2003 interview with Ted Koppel of ABC News. It’s worth noting here that the 
impromptu language Clark used in that interview was far less precise than the language used in 
his book. For example, he said he spoke to Cheney directly and only waited two minutes to get 
shoot-down authorization. Neither of these points harmonized with the narrative in his book. 
Clarke told Koppel: 


“| picked up the phone from the situation room and asked the vice president, ‘We have 
fighters aloft now. We need authority to shoot down hostile aircraft.’ And | thought that 
would take forever to get that authority... The vice president got on the phone to the 
president, got back to me, | would say within two minutes, and said, ‘Do it.” 


In any event, regarding Clark’s assertion that Rumsfeld participated in the teleconference, 
Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews agreed. In the 
September 2004 issue of the Naval Post Graduate School Newsletter, Andrews told his 
interviewer: 


“The moment | saw the second plane strike ‘live’, I knew Secretary Rumsfeld would need 
the most up-to-date information, and ran down to our counterterrorism center to get 
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maps of New York and other data to take to him in the Executive Support Center. | was 
there in the Support Center with the Secretary when he was talking to (White House 
Counterterrorism Advisor Richard) Clarke on the White House video-teleconference, and 
to the President.” 


Furthermore, the NMCC’s Deputy Director of Operations (DDO) Brigadier General Montague 
Winfield stated on a September 11, 2002 ABC News special: 


“We received the report from the FAA that Flight 93 had turned off its transponder, had 
turned, and was now heading towards Washington, DC. The decision was made to try to 
go intercept Flight 93. The Vice President briefed into the conference that the President 
had given us permission to shoot down innocent civilian aircraft that threatened 
Washington, DC. ...We started receiving reports from the fighters that were heading to, 
to intercept. The FAA kept us informed with their time estimates as the aircraft got 
closer and closer... the closure time came and went, and nothing had happened... 
everything was very tense in the NMCC. We had basically lost situational awareness of 
where this airplane was. It was about, you know, 10:03 that the fighters reported that 
Flight 93 had crashed.” 


The acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers corroborated Winfield in his 2009 
book, stating: 


“Army Brig. Gen. Montague Winfield was the duty officer in charge of the center that 
morning... he was participating in a conference call linking the NMCC, North American 
Aerospace Command (NORAD), and the White House... We learned that there was 
apparently a fourth hijacked aircraft, United Airlines 93... ‘NORAD estimates the aircraft 
is headed toward Washington,’ Winfield said. ‘Vice President Cheney has forwarded the 
President’s authorization to go Weapons Free [permission to shoot down] if that plane is 
confirmed hijacked and threatens the White House or the Capitol.’” 


That Myers was in the NMCC just after the Pentagon before Flight 93’s approach to Washington 
was corroborated by General Hugh Shelton, for whom Myers substituted as the Head of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff on 9/11 since Shelton was out of the country. In his 2009 book, Shelton 
described a phone conversation with General Myers while he was in the when the Pentagon was 
attacked. The description is noteworthy for its highly specific and strange dialogue in which 
Myers initially mistook the Flight 77 impact for a hand grenade. Shelton wrote: 


“Meanwhile, Dick [Myers] was on the phone, and the first report was that a hand 
grenade had just gone off in the Pentagon parking lot. ...he was able to give me a 


complete status report from the NMCC (National Military Command Center). 


‘We’re still trying to determine what’s going on but the hallways here are filling up with 
smoke. That was no damn hand grenade in the parking lot.’ 


..At that point | heard some commotion in the background, then Dick was back online. 
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‘Sorry, Chairman. Okay, we just got the word-the prior report was incorrect; it was nota 
hand grenade that exploded, it was another commercial airline that struck the 
Pentagon.” 


Further, Myers also told congress two days after 9/11. He stated: 


“..if my memory serves me ... we had launched on the one that eventually crashed in 
Pennsylvania. | mean, we had gotten somebody close to it, as I recall.” 


(Myers later flip-flopped on this position under threat of being prosecuted for false testimony, 
as we will discuss in a future chapter.) 


Correspondingly, three days after 9/11, Deputy Secretary of Defense on 9/11 Paul Wolfowitz 
stated on PBS NewsHour with Jim Lehrer: 


“We responded awfully quickly ... and, in fact, we were already tracking in on that plane 
that crashed in Pennsylvania. I think it was the heroism of the passengers on board that 
brought it down. But the Air Force was in a position to do so if we had had to.” 


Also, the New York Times echoed the next day: 


“Paul Wolfowitz, the deputy defense secretary, said today that the Pentagon had been 
tracking that plane and could have shot it down if necessary; it crashed about 35 
minutes after the Pentagon crash.” 


Similarly, Wolfowitz gave an April of 2002 interview with Dr. Alfred Goldberg and Dr. Rebecca 
Cameron, who were performing government-funded research for the Department of Defense’s 
2007 publication Pentagon 9/11. During the interview, Wolfowitz stated: 


“We went into the NMCC, where the Secretary was, and General Myers. ...We proceeded 
with discussions by secure video conference. One issue was what to do about the plane 
over Pennsylvania, getting orders to get fighters up to intercept it, and the Secretary 
getting approval from the President to shoot it down.” 


In summary, we have heard accounts from the following sources: 


FAA Administrator Jane Garvey 

FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger 

FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Michael Weikert 

FAA Federal Security Manager Pete Falcone 

FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager Dan Noel 

FAA Manager Lynn Asmus 

FAA Manager Linda Schuessler 

FAA Manager in charge of Presidential Movements Terry Van Steenbergen 
. FAA Chronology ADA-30 

10. FAA Chronology of Events on September 11, 2001 press release 
11. NORAD Response Times press release 

12. NORAD Commander General Eberhart 
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13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 


Air Force Vice Commander Colonel William Scott 

Air Force Secretary General Craig McKinley 

NORAD Continental Commander Major General Arnold 

Air Force Official 9/11 History 

NEADS Commander Colonel Robert Marr 

NEADS Lieutenant Jeremy Powell 

Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta 

Secret Service Agent Barbara Riggs 

Vice President Cheney 

Secret Service Agent in charge of Presidential Movements Nelson Garabito 
White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke 

NMCC DDO Brigadier General Montague Winfield 

Acting Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers 

Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff General Hugh Shelton 

Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews 


Here is a chart to help visualize these sources and the accounts they shared. 
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Selita and Evidence Contradicted by the 9/11 Commission Report 


FAA Hijack 
Source of Evidence 
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Now, let’s distill these accounts into nine key assertions: 


Timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over the 
hijack net. 

Timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over the 
White House teleconference. 

The military learned that Flight 77 was hijacked before it crashed. 

The military learned that Flight 93 was hijacked before it crashed. 

The 9:24 Langley scramble was in response to information shared by the FAA with the 
military regarding Flights 77 and 93. 

Brigadier General Winfield was the NMCC Deputy Director of Operations during the 
attacks and was involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to track Flight 93 before it 
crashed. 

Acting Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers joined the White 
House teleconference and was involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to track Flight 
93 before it crashed. 

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld joined the White House teleconference and was 
involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 before it crashed. 

Vice President Cheney was in the PEOC well in advance of Flight 77’s approach to 
Washington D.C. He received and passed on presidential shoot-down authorization prior 
to the Flight 93 crashing. And he was involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 before 
it crashed. 


However, the 9/11 Commission Report asserted that virtually every detail of every one of these 
accounts was false. Specifically, the 9/11 Commission claimed: 
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11. 


12. 
13. 
14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


No timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over 
the hijack net (pg. 36). 

No timely, useful information concerning Flights 77 and 93 was shared by the FAA over 
the White House teleconference (pg. 36). 

The military did not learn that Flight 77 was hijacked before it crashed. 

The military did not learn that Flight 93 was hijacked before it crashed. 

The 9:24 Langley scramble was not in response to Flight 77 or 93, but to an erroneous 
report that Flight 11 did not hit the WTC North Tower at 8:46, but continued on toward 
Washington D.C. (pg. 34). 

Brigadier General Winfield was not the NMCC Deputy Director of Operations during the 
attacks and was not involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to track Flight 93 before 
it crashed (pgs. 37, 447, 463 (FN 192)). 

Acting Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers did not join the 
White House teleconference and was not involved in timely efforts inside the NMCC to 
track Flight 93 before it crashed (pg. 38). 

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld did not join the White House teleconference and 
was not involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 before it crashed (pg. 38). 

Vice President Cheney did not enter the PEOC until about 10 AM. He did not receive or 
pass presidential shoot-down authorization until after Flight 93 crashed. He was not 
involved in timely efforts to track Flight 93 before it crashed (pg. 40). 
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In the following chapters, we will step through each of these claims. 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interviews of 
Transportation Secretary Mineta, Army Brigadier General Montague Winfield, NEADS 
Commander Colonel Marr) 

ABC News, 11/29/2003, “Cheney Wields Unprecedented V.P. Power” (includes excerpts 
of Richard Clarke interview by Ted Koppel) 

Cornell University, Spring 2006 Alumni Newsletter, “President’s Council of Cornell 
Women: Spotlight On: [Deputy Director of the Secret Service] Barbara Riggs” 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

FAA, 8/12/2002, “Fact Sheet: Chronology of Events on September 11, 2001 (August 
2002)” 

General Hugh Shelton, 2009, “Without Hesitation: The Odyssey of an American Warrior,” 
pgs. 432-33 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 59, 63, 68, 71-73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Norman Mineta 9/11 Interview” by Robert Hager 

Naval Post Graduate School Newsletter, Volume 1, Issue 10, September 2004, “Special 
Operations Policy Expert and Veteran Robert Andrews Gives Distinguished Visiting Guest 
Lectures at NPS” 

New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 
NORAD, 9/18/2001, “NORAD’S Response Times, Sept. 11, 2001” (press release) 

PBS News, 9/14/2001, “Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with PBS NewsHour” 
Richard Clarke, March 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” (pgs. 
1-8) 

General Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of 
National Security,” pgs. 151-152 

U.S. Congress; Senate Armed Services Committee, 9/13/2001, “U.S. Senator Carl Levin 
(D-MI) Holds Hearing On Nomination of General Richard Myers to be Chairman of The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff” 

U.S. Congress, 10/25/2001, “Senate Armed Services Committee Holds Hearing on Role of 
Defense Department in Homeland Security” (Transcript: NORAD Commander Eberhart 
testimony) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Transportation Secretary 
Norman Mineta, Colonel William Scott, Major General Craig McKinley, Major General 
Larry Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 9/28/2003, “USSS Statements and Interview Reports” (contains 
Nelson Garabito’s statement and interview notes) 


105 


9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
Powell” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, 3/30/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Terry Van 
Steenbergen” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 39 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (includes Colonel Marr’s e-mail to Colonel Scott) 
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CHAPTER 6 - THE HIJACK NET 

Summary 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission Report rejected broad agreement amongst 
FAA/NORAD/White House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources about the FAA hijack net providing 
useful, timely information on Flights 77 and 93. This rejection was based on a staff interview of 
one low-level NMCC officer — Major Charles Chambers — who contradictorily said both that no 
useful information was shared over the FAA hijack net and that he only monitored it periodically 
(Com-pg. 36). Chambers further claimed that he and the up to two hundred other 
officers/civilians working in the NMCC (NYT) had more important things to do than pay 
attention (Com-pg. 36) to the only, formal, required channel by which the FAA could obtain 
assistance from the military for over three decades (Com-Belger Test). 


The 9/11 Commission then lied and said FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Mike Weikert 
agreed with Chambers that the hijack net played no role in coordinating a response to the 
attacks (Com-pg. 36) when in fact Weikert plainly told the Commission staff precisely the 
opposite (Com-Weikert MFR). 


The 9/11 Commission accepted Chambers’ implausible claim that no recording or transcript of 
the FAA hijack net existed (Com-Chambers MFR) even though attack-response communications 
at numerous FAA and NORAD facilities were recorded (Kean/Hamilton, Rutgers, NYT). In fact, 
the hijack net content could largely have been reconstructed from these other facilities’ 
recordings since so many of them participated in it (Com-Belger Test, Com-Garvey Test). 


The FAA made the same implausible claim, but Transportation Department Inspector General 
Kenneth Mead told the 9/11 Commission staff a hijack net recording did exist and was taken 
into the custody of the Department of Justice (Com-FAA Site Visit MFR). This aligned with 
Monte Belger’s assertion that he received prepared chronologies of the hijack net, which the 
Justice Department then classified (Com-Belger MFR). 


Sources: 

New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton (9/11 Commission Chairmen), 2007, “Without Precedent: 
The Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission,” pgs. 85-88 

9/11 Commission, 2/6/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: FAA OPS Center Visit” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” 

9/11 Commission, 4/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Major 
Charles Chambers” (includes an appended 4/30/2004 memorandum signed by 
Chambers stating there is “no documentation of the length or content” of the FAA hijack 
net) 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 
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9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 
9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 462 (Ch. 1 FN 188) 


9/11 Commission Claims FAA Hijack Net Provided No Useful Information, Rejects 
Overwhelming Evidence to the Contrary; Cites Interview of One Low-Level Officer Who 
Contradicts Himself; Accepts Implausible Claim that No Recording Was Generated 

We previously saw that numerous sources agreed that timely, useful information concerning 
Flights 77 and/or 93 was shared by the FAA with the military and White House/Secret Service 
over the hijack net. 


Some stated this directly (Garvey, Belger (firsthand witness), Weikert (firsthand witness), Asmus, 
Schuessler). Others did not specify the channel through which they received the FAA’s 
information (FAA, NORAD, Eberhart, Scott, McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), Air Force, Marr 
(firsthand witness), Winfield (firsthand witness), Myers, Wolfowitz, Riggs, Cheney), but the 
hijack net was the formally required channel through which the FAA always shared such 
information for decades so it is by far the most likely and logical source. And still others merely 
received timely information from FAA parties known to have been generally involved with FAA 
hijack net (Powell, Mineta, Steenbergen, Garabito, Clarke), which strongly suggest such 
information would also have been shared on the hijack net. 


Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission Report rejected this broad agreement based on one staff 
interview with Major Charles Chambers, a surveillance officer on duty at the NMCC. The 9/11 
Commission report stated on page 36: 


“The NMCC officer who participated [in the FAA hijack net] told us that the call was 
monitored only periodically because the information was sporadic, it was of little value, 
and there were other important tasks.” 


It bears repeating here that this hijack net was the only, formal, required channel by which the 
FAA could obtain assistance from the military for over three decades. The claim that it was 
monitored only periodically (after being joined half-an-hour late) by one low-level officer inside 
America’s military headquarters (which was “staffed twenty-four hours a day with as many as 
two hundred military officers and civilian staff and equipped with arrays of communications 
systems,” per the New York Times) in the middle of the 9/11 attacks is beyond shocking, if not 
completely implausible. 


Plus, the 9/11 Commission report’s statement is self-contradicting. If Chambers only monitored 
the call periodically, how could he have known that all the information coming through it was of 
little value? Furthermore, since this was the only channel through which the FAA was required 
to communicate flight tracking information to the Pentagon, what tasks could possibly have 
been more important? 


The 9/11 Commission report then closed the topic of the FAA hijack net with the statement: 
“The NMCC officer [Charles Chambers] ... [and the] FAA manager of the teleconference 


[Michael Weikert]... agree that the teleconference played no role in coordinating a 
response to the attacks of 9/11.” 
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This statement was false. It cited Michael Weikert’s 9/11 Commission staff interview (footnote 
188 on pg. 462). As we have already seen, Weikert plainly told the staff that he opened the 
hijack net (both the tactical and primary nets) immediately after the first WTC impact, numerous 
agencies joined prior to the NMCC’s half-hour late join at 9:20, and the FAA sought fighter jet 
support from the NMCC for both Flight 77 and Flight 93, which it was tracking in real-time over 
the hijack net. Weikert’s interview memorandum stated: 


“At 8:45 AM, he [Weikert] and his colleague... were paged simultaneously... He got an 
initial brief... He told [his colleague], ‘Let's open up the nets and fire up the command 
center.” 


“He [Weikert] relied on the [hijack net] personnel to use a checklist to alert relevant 
parties to the primary net. FBI, State Department, White House situation room, DOD... 
There was some effort to get the military on one of the nets. It was an open question: 
‘Does anyone have contact with the military right now?’ It was Monte Belger that was 
framing the question at the time... Roughly 9:20 the [NMCC] line was activated.” 


“NMCC is the conduit to the Special Operations [fighter jet support] groups. We were 
trying to raise them [fighter jet support] when we were tracking the plane [Flight 77] 
that crashed in the Pentagon. Belger was in the room at the time. He was monitoring 
both nets [tactical and primary]. ATC [Air Traffic Control — also on the net] was 
monitoring 93. It was heading toward Washington... They were monitoring the event 
through the net.” 


Based on this memorandum, how on earth did the 9/11 Commission final report justify its claim 
that Weikert “agree[d] that the teleconference played no role in coordinating a response to the 
attacks of 9/11”? The claim is nonsensical. 


It would have been easy for the 9/11 Commission to determine exactly what content was shared 
over the hijack net by simply listening to the NMCC audio recording or reading the transcript. 
However, the report cited no such recording or transcript. Instead, it cited an April 30, 2004 
memorandum signed by Major Charles Chambers which said: 


“To my knowledge, there is no documentation of the length or content of that phone call 
connecting the NMCC to the FAA net’.” 


This is an incredible claim. According to the book, “Without Precedent,” authored by 9/11 
Commission Chairmen Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton, every single conversation that took place at 
each of NEADS’ over 20 perpetually active stations of weapons controllers and flight controllers 
was always recorded. And, it is implicit from the over one hundred recordings/transcripts 
released by the 9/11 Commission via Rutgers Law School/New York Times in 2011 that all 
pertinent FAA field centers, Command Center, and headquarters conversations were likewise 
recorded. How is it possible then that the nation’s military headquarters, the NMCC, did not 
record the only conversation by which the FAA was formally required to seek military assistance 
in the first place? The claim cannot be taken seriously. 
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But even if the claim was somehow true, the FAA was the initiator of the hijack net half an hour 
before the NMCC even joined. Therefore, the FAA, not the NMCC was the logical source for a full 
recording of the 9/11 hijack net content. When the 9/11 Commission staff conducted an official 
site visit to FAA headquarters in February of 2003, the FAA echoed the NMCC’s implausible 
claim that there was no recording of the hijack net. 


However, Transportation Department Inspector General Kenneth Mead told the 9/11 
Commission staff that he heard the exact opposite in a meeting with Transportation Secretary 
Mineta and his Chief of Staff John Flaherty. So where was this recording now, according to 
Mead? It was taken into the custody of the Department of Justice! The memorandum from the 
staff’s FAA headquarters visit stated: 


“FAA reports that there was NO recording of the Phone Bridge. (NOTE: Ken Mead says he 
heard in a meeting with the Sec./CoS Flaherty/Staff that there was a recording and that 
it was sent to DoJ).” 


Mead’s assertion aligned with FAA Administrator Monte Belger’s staff interview. As we saw 
earlier, Belger said he said he received hijack net chronologies, but the Department of Justice 
forbade their release to the public. The memorandum stated: 


“Belger believes he received prepared chronologies regarding the primary net. Belger 
commented that there was guidance from the Justice Department not to publicly release 
any time-specific document post-9/11.” 


The obvious question at this point becomes: Why didn’t the 9/11 Commission ask the Justice 
Department for the hijack net recordings? Furthermore, why didn’t they ask any of the other 
agencies on the call such as the Secret Service or FBI for their recordings of the hijack net? And 
why didn’t they ask any of the FAA regional centers for their recordings of the hijack net? We 
know for a fact that conversations from the following entities were recorded because they were 
included in the aforementioned 2011 recordings/transcripts release: 


e Boston Air Traffic Control Center 

e Cleveland Air Traffic Control Center 

e FAA Headquarters 

e FAA Command Center (Herndon, VA) 
e FAA Washington D.C. Center 

e FBI 

e Indianapolis Air Traffic Control Center 
e Langley Air Base 

e NEADS technicians/officers 

e New York Air Traffic Control Center 

e Washington Air Traffic Control Center (Leesburg, VA) 


Since many of these entities are known to have participated in the FAA hijack net (per Monte 


Belger’s testimony and Jane Garvey’s document quoted by Commissioner Ben-Veniste), much or 
all of the hijack net content could certainly be reconstructed from their recordings. 
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Sources: 

Department of Transportation, 2003-2004, “DOT Directory” 

New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton, 2007, “Without Precedent: The Inside Story of the 9/11 
Commission,” pgs. 85-88 

9/11 Commission, 2/6/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: FAA OPS Center Visit” 
9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” 

9/11 Commission, 4/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Major 
Charles Chambers” (includes an appended 4/30/2004 memorandum signed by 
Chambers stating there is “no documentation of the length or content” of the FAA hijack 
net) 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA Crisis 
Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 462 (Ch. 1 FN 188) 


111 


CHAPTER 7 - THE WHITE HOUSE TELECONFERENCE 

Summary 

White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke led the White House teleconference and said its 
participants — including Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
General Myers, and later Deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz — were warned by the FAA via 
Administrator Jane Garvey of Flight 93 before the Pentagon impact and received presidential 
shoot down authorization via Vice President Cheney between 9:42 and 9:54 (Clarke). The 9/11 
Commission rejected all of these points, never sought to question Clark about them when he 
testified or afterward, and did not quote cite any recording or transcript of the teleconference 
(Com-pg. 36-41, Com-Clark Test) even though there were participants known to have recorded 
their communications (Rutgers, NYT, Com-Belger Test, Com-Garvey Test) by which the White 
House teleconference content could have been reconstructed. 


Sources: 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies,” pgs. 1-8 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

9/11 Commission, 3/24/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: Testimony of Former National 
Coordinator for Counterterrorism, National Security Council Richard A. Clarke 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 41 


9/11 Commission Claims No Useful Information Provided Over White House Teleconference, 
Top Military Leaders Did Not Participate, No Shoot Down Authorization Was Passed; 
Teleconference Leader and Top Military Officials Assert the Opposite 

We previously saw that the man who led the White House teleconference — perennial (since the 
1980s) White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke — said in the opening pages of his March 
of 2004 book that FAA Administrator Jane Garvey reported Flight 93 as a potential hijack 
sometime before the Flight 77 impact at 9:37 and that the Secret Service and the FAA were both 
tracking Flight 77 during its approach to Washington D.C. 


Corroborating Clarke, we saw that numerous sources agreed that the FAA in this same time 
frame was warning the White House, Secret Service, NORAD, and/or the NMCC about Flight 77 
and/or Flight 93. Sources included Garvey, Belger (firsthand witness), Weikert (firsthand 
witness), Asmus, Schuessler, Steenbergen (firsthand witness), FAA, NORAD, Eberhart, Scott, 
McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), the Air Force, Marr (firsthand witness), Powell (firsthand 
witness), Mineta (firsthand witness), Riggs (firsthand witness), Cheney, Garabito (firsthand 
witness), Winfield (firsthand witness), Myers (firsthand witness) and Wolfowitz (firsthand 
witness). 


However, the 9/11 Commission Report said on page 36 that the White House teleconference 
participants did not have “any prior information that American 77... was heading directly toward 
Washington.” The report further said that FAA Administrator Jane Garvey did not join the 
teleconference until 9:40, after Flight 77 crashed. To support this claim, the 9/11 Commission 
once again cited the FAA record, “Chronology ADA-30.” As with the all-important 8:50 and 9:20 
events, the 9:40 event of this record is once again completely redacted. The report further said 
on page 41 that the White House did not learn Flight 93 was hijacked around the time it crashed 
at 10:03. 
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Clarke also said that Defense Secretary Rumsfeld and acting Chairman of Joint Chiefs of Staff 
General Myers joined the teleconference from its first moments. Clarke further said that Vice 
President Cheney was in the PEOC and received presidential shoot-down authorization before 
Air Force One took off in Florida at 9:54. Clark further said he immediately passed word of this 
authorization to Myers, Rumsfeld, and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, who had 
also joined by that time. As a reminder, here are two condensed quotes that encapsulate 
Clarke’s narrative: 


“As | entered the Video Center... | could see people rushing into studios around the city: 
Donald Rumsfeld at Defense... General Dick Myers was filling in for the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs... [FAA Administrator Jane] Garvey read froma list... ‘Here’s what we have as 
potential hijacks... United 93 over Pennsylvania... [Secret Service Director Brian] Stafford 
slipped me a note. ‘Radar shows aircraft [Flight 77] headed this way.’ Secret Service had 
a system that allowed them to see what FAA’s radar was seeing.” 


“[Fenzel said:] ‘Air Force Once is getting ready to take off... Tell the Pentagon they have 
authority from the President to shoot down hostile aircraft, repeat, they have authority 
to shoot down hostile aircraft.’ ...1 was amazed at the speed of the decisions coming 
from Cheney and, through him, from Bush... [Clark said to Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, and 
Myers:] ‘DOD, DOD... the President has ordered the use of force against aircraft deemed 
to be hostile.’” 


We also saw that Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews 
corroborated Clarke regarding Rumsfeld’s early attendance of the White House teleconference, 
stating: 


“The moment | saw the second plane strike ‘live’, | knew Secretary Rumsfeld would need 
the most up-to-date information, and ran down to our counterterrorism center to get 
maps of New York and other data to take to him in the Executive Support Center. | was 
there in the Support Center with the Secretary when he was talking to (White House 
Counterterrorism Advisor Richard) Clarke on the White House video-teleconference, and 
to the President.” 


We also saw that the NMCC’s Deputy Director of Operations (DDO) Brigadier General Montague 
Winfield corroborated Clarke regarding Cheney passing presidential shoot down authorization 
while Flight 93 was approaching Washington, stating: 


“We received the report from the FAA that Flight 93 had turned off its transponder, had 
turned, and was now heading towards Washington, DC. The decision was made to try to 
go intercept Flight 93. The Vice President briefed into the conference that the President 
had given us permission to shoot down innocent civilian aircraft that threatened 
Washington, DC. ...It was about, you know, 10:03 that the fighters reported that Flight 
93 had crashed.” 


Likewise, acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers stated: 
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“Army Brig. Gen. Montague Winfield was the duty officer in charge of the center that 
morning... he was participating in a conference call linking the NMCC, North American 
Aerospace Command (NORAD), and the White House... We learned that there was 
apparently a fourth hijacked aircraft, United Airlines 93... ‘NORAD estimates the aircraft 
is headed toward Washington,’ Winfield said. ‘Vice President Cheney has forwarded the 
President’s authorization to go Weapons Free [permission to shoot down] if that plane is 
confirmed hijacked and threatens the White House or the Capitol.’” 


Likewise, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz stated: 


“We went into the NMCC, where the Secretary was [actually he was ina 
teleconferencing studio adjacent to the NMCC, per Clark and Andrews], and General 
Myers. ...We proceeded with discussions by secure video conference. One issue was what 
to do about the plane over Pennsylvania, getting orders to get fighters up to intercept it, 
and the Secretary getting approval from the President to shoot it down.” 


However, the 9/11 Commission rejected all of Clarke’s key assertions, as well as those of 
Andrews, Winfield, Myers, and Wolfowitz, which was crucial to its narrative about Flight 93, as 
we will see in coming chapters. 


Clarke testified before the 9/11 Commission toward the end of the same month his book was 
released — March of 2004. This was four months before the 9/11 Commission Final Report was 
released, meaning the Commissioners or their staff had plenty of time to re-interview Clarke if 
they chose. During Clarke’s March testimony, not only did the Commissioners not seek to clarify 
any of the aforementioned discrepancies, but they did not ask even one question about the 
White House teleconference he led. 


As with the FAA’s all-important hijack net, no audio recording or transcript of the White House 
teleconference was ever quoted or cited despite it being participated in by numerous agencies 
such as FAA headquarters, Defense Department, FBI, CIA, State Department, and Justice 
Department (per the 9/11 Commission Final Report pg. 36). We know from the aforementioned 
114 recordings/transcripts released by the 9/11 Commission (via Rutgers and New York Times) 
in 2011 that communications by FAA headquarters and the FBI were certainly recorded and the 
same can likely be said of the White House Situational Room itself and the other agencies that 
participated. Did the 9/11 Commission ever ask these entities for tapes or transcripts of the 
White House teleconference? 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interview of Army Brigadier 
General Montague Winfield) 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

FAA, 9/11/2001, “Chronology ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001.” 

Naval Post Graduate School Newsletter, Volume 1, Issue 10, September 2004, “Special 
Operations Policy Expert and Veteran Robert Andrews Gives Distinguished Visiting Guest 
Lectures at NPS” 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 
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Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies,” pgs. 1-8 

Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of National 
Security,” pgs. 151-152 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

9/11 Commission, 3/24/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: Testimony of Former National 
Coordinator for Counterterrorism, National Security Council Richard A. Clarke 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36, 41 
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CHAPTER 8 - THE FLIGHT 77 ALERT 

Summary 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission rejected broad agreement amongst FAA/NORAD/White 
House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources — in addition to media reports (NYT, Newsday, WAPO) 
— concerning the military’s early notification of Flight 77. Instead, the 9/11 Commission claimed 
the military never heard Flight 77 was hijacked until after it hit the Pentagon (Com-pg. 25-26, 
34). 


To support its position, the 9/11 Commission cited one 9:34 call in which a Washington 
controller told a NEADS technician Flight 77 was lost (Com-pg. 27). This call by itself did not 
come close to proving all other sources were inaccurate, particularly the highly detailed, 
sourced-cited testimonies of Colonel Scott and Major General McKinley (Com-Scott Test, Com- 
McKinley Test) and the harmonious firsthand accounts of NORADS’ entire command chain — 
Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold, NEADS Commander Colonel Marr, and 
NEADS technician Jeremy Powell — that the 9:24 Langley scramble was precipitated by FAA 
reports of both Flight 77 and Flight 93 (Com-Arnold Test, Com-Marr MFR, Com-Powell MFR, 
Com-OlG Letter). Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission publicly released the one phone call that 
supported its narrative and withheld all contradictory evidence cited (Rutgers, NYT). 


The 9/11 Commission used unknown, non-credentialed contractors to review all FAA 
documents, transcripts, and tape recordings related to Flight 77 (Com-pg. 460 FN 144). It then 
generated zero documentation of interviews with these contractors insofar as their names (John 
and Charles Thomas) are listed nowhere in the 9/11 Commission’s online MFR (Memoranda for 
the Record) archives (National Archives) or in its 145-page “Finding Aid” which purports to list 
all interview subjects and materials (Com-Finding Aid). It also blatantly sought to draw attention 
away from the FAA’s Washington region through which Flight 77 traveled for most of its 36- 
minute approach to Washington D.C. First, it spent several paragraphs going into detail about 
what Indianapolis controllers were thinking and doing after Flight 77’s transponder turned off, 
but never once mentioned the Washington flight controllers in whose region Flight 77 traveled 
(Com-pg. 25-26). Second, its FAA Air Traffic Control Center map left the Washington Center’s 
entire region unshaded and unlabeled, in contrast to every other northeast Air Traffic Control 
region where hijacked planes flew on 9/11 (Com-pg. 15). 


Sources: 

National Archives Website, “9/11 Commission Memoranda for the Record (MFRs)” 
New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Newsday, 9/23/2001, “Air Attack on Pentagon Indicates Weaknesses” 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “Timeline in Terrorist Attacks of Sept. 11, 2001” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Larry Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
Powell” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 
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9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 15, 25-27, 34, 460 (Ch. 1 
Footnote 144) 

9/11 Commission, undated, “The National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the 
United States; Finding Aid: Series Descriptions and Folder Title Lists” 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (includes Colonel Marr’s e-mail to Colonel Scott) 


9/11 Commission Rejects Evidence of Military’s Awareness of Flight 77, Cites One Phone Call 
that Does Not Prove Its Narrative, Outsources Review of Flight 77 Evidence to Non- 
Credentialed Third Parties, Obscures FAA Region Through Which Flight 77 Traveled 

We previously saw that numerous sources confirmed that the FAA informed the military of 
Flight 77’s hijack before it crashed. Several FAA and military sources stated this directly (Garvey, 
Belger (firsthand witness), Weikert (firsthand witness), Asmus, Schuessler, Steenbergen 
(firsthand witness), FAA, NORAD, Eberhart, Scott, McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), Air 
Force, Marr (firsthand witness), Powell (firsthand witness)). Additionally, White House/Secret 
sources (Mineta (firsthand witness), Riggs (firsthand witness), Cheney, Garabito (firsthand 
witness), Clarke (firsthand witness)) said the FAA shared pre-impact Flight 77 tracking/hijacking 
information with them, which strongly suggested the same would have been shared with the 
military. 


In fact, we saw that NORAD’s entire command chain — Continental Commander Major General 
Larry Arnold, NEADS Commander Colonel Marr, and NEADS technician Jeremy Powell — all 
agreed that the 9:24 Langley scramble was precipitated by FAA reports of both Flight 93 and 
Flight 77. 


Further, as a reminder, Colonel Scott and Major General McKinley testified to the following: 


“At 9:09... at about that same time, kind of way out in the West, is when America 77, 
which in the meantime has turned off its transponder and turned left back toward 
Washington, appears back in radar coverage. And my understanding is the FAA 
controllers now are beginning to pick up primary skin paints on an airplane, and they 
don't know exactly whether that is 77, and they are asking a lot of people whether it is, 
including a C-130 that is westbound toward Ohio... 


At 9:24 the FAA reports a possible hijack of 77. That's sometime after they had been 
tracking this primary target. And at that moment as well is when the Langley F-16s were 
scrambled out of Langley. 


At 9:25, America 77 is reported headed towards Washington, D.C., not exactly precise 
information, just general information across the chat logs... At 9:30 the Langley F-16s are 
airborne. They are 105 miles away from the Washington area...” 


The statement about Flight 77 being “reported headed towards Washington... across the chat 


logs” was also corroborated in the FAA’s data package publicly released less than a week after 
9/11 on September 17, 2001. It contained a 9:25 entry which stated: 
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“..based on personnel statements from Dulles [Washington] Terminal Radar Approach 
Control (IAD). Several IAD controllers working radar positions in the facility observed a 
primary radar target tracking eastbound at a high rate of speed... [which] was later 
confirmed to be AAL77.” 


Early media reports echoed these accounts. A few days after 9/11 the New York Times ran an 
article that quoted numerous FAA and military officials. At one point the article stated: 


“During the hour or so that American Airlines Flight 77 was under the control of 
hijackers, up to the moment it struck the west side of the Pentagon, military officials in a 
command center on the east side of the building were urgently talking to law 
enforcement and air traffic control officials about what to do.” 


Also, two weeks after 9/11, Newsday constructed a timeline very similar (albeit five minutes off) 
to one testified to by Colonel Scott and Major General McKinley. The article explained that 
Washington Center regional flight controllers in Leesburg, Virginia routinely “handed off” Flight 
77 to Indianapolis Center flight controllers as it switched regions, but then saw Flight 77 
reappear as an unidentified blip on primary radar at 9:05. It stated: 


“After losing track of Flight 77 for about 10 minutes, the FAA rediscovered the plane 
heading east over West Virginia...” 


“(Flight 77] was routinely ‘handed off’ by Leesburg to the next air traffic control center, 
outside Indianapolis... Then Flight 77 began to turn slightly — and abruptly disappeared 
from the radar screens. Suddenly there was no transponder signal... Back in Leesburg, air 
traffic controllers knew at about 9:05 a.m. that they had a new eastbound plane on their 
radar, but they didn't know it was Flight 77. The aircraft had entered their airspace with 
no radio contact and no transponder identification.” 


Likewise, the day after 9/11, the Washington Post published a timeline that included the 
following entry: 


“9:10 a.m.: Flight 77 was detected by radar in West Virginia, heading east.” 
Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission claimed that FAA never detected Flight 77 during its entire 
approach to Washington D.C. through regional airspace and it never alerted the military to the 
Flight 77 hijack before it hit Pentagon at 9:37. The 9/11 Commission Report stated: 

“American 77... crossed into the western portion of Washington Center’s airspace at 

9:10... [and] traveled undetected for 36 minutes on a course heading due east for 

Washington D.C.” (pg. 25) 

“NORAD heard nothing about the search for American 77.” (pg. 26) 

“In... public testimony, NORAD officials stated that at 9:24, NEADS received notification 


of the hijacking of American 77. This statement was also incorrect... NEADS never 
received notice that American 77 was hijacked.” (pg. 34) 
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(Take note that while the first two statements refer specifically to NORAD and NEADS (the 
Northeastern sector of NORAD), they are under bold headings which state: “Military Notification 
and Response.” Therefore, the implication is that no military personnel heard of the Flight 77 
hijack before it crashed, regardless of whether they were at NEADS, other NORAD facilities, the 
NMCC/Pentagon, White House, or whether participated in the FAA hijack net or White House 
teleconference.) 


To support its narrative, the 9/11 Commission on page 27 quoted an informal, out-of-protocol 
phone call in which a Washington controller told a NEADS technician that Flight 77 was “lost” (as 
opposed to hijacked) at 9:34 and said this was the military’s first alert to Flight 77, which hit the 
Pentagon at 9:37. 


This quotation by itself did not come close to debunking the broad agreement between 
FAA/NORAD/Secret Service/White House sources we have covered about the content of the 
FAA’s hijack net and the White House teleconference. Nor did it debunk the Washington Center 
flight controller activities cited by Colonel Scott, Major General McKinley, and the FAA data 
package — activities that presumably were related through the hijack net, since the Washington 
Center participated in it, per the document provided to the 9/11 Commission by Garvey, Asmus, 
Schuessler. As a reminder, the document stated: 


“The FAA shared real-time information on the phone bridges about the unfolding events, 
including information about loss of communication with aircraft, loss of transponder 
signals, unauthorized changes in course, and other actions being taken by all the flights 
of interest, including Flight 77.” 


“Other parties on the phone bridges in turn shared information about actions they were 
taken. NORAD logs indicate that the FAA made formal notification about American Flight 
77 at 9:24 a.m. But information about the flight was conveyed continuously during the 
phone bridges before the formal notification.” 


The 9/11 Commission eventually released to the public (via Rutgers Law School and the New 
York Times) in 2011 the 9:34 audio clip and transcript that appeared to support its narrative 
while keeping withholding all other Washington controller audio clips and transcripts cited by 
Scott/McKinley and Garvey which purportedly would have debunked their narrative. 


Perhaps in anticipation of objections to the claim that Flight 77 traveled for over half an hour 
across the Washington region — one of the most highly monitored airspaces in the world — 
without ever being detected, the 9/11 Commission Report included one of its most bizarre and 
important footnotes. Footnote 144 on page 460 states: 


“John Thomas interview (May 4, 2004); Charles Thomas interview (May 4, 2004). We 
have reviewed all FAA documents, transcripts, and tape recordings related to American 
77... Review of the same materials also indicates that no one within FAA located 
American 77 until the aircraft was identified by Dulles controllers at 9:32. For much of 
that time, American 77 was traveling through Washington Center’s airspace. 
Washington Center’s controllers were looking for the flight, but they were not told to 
look for primary radar returns.” 
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Why is this footnote bizarre? The statements it contains are based on interviews with John and 
Charles Thomas. No titles are given. There are no staff members or commissioners by this name. 
Neither of these names appears anywhere in the 9/11 Commission’s online MFR (Memoranda 
for the Record) archives. Nor do they appear in its 145-page “Finding Aid” which purports to list 
all interview subjects and materials. 


Therefore, it appears the 9/11 Commission hired two contractors with unknown credentials and 
tasked them with reviewing all FAA documents, transcripts, and tape recordings related to 
American 77 — presumably several hundred or thousands of hours of labor. It then accepted 
their word that no one in the FAA noticed Flight 77 on primary radar for over half an hour in the 
middle of the 9/11 attacks as it traveled through one of the most highly monitored airspaces in 
the world. Finally, it neglected to produce a single sentence of documentation from these all- 
important interviews, save this footnote. 


Furthermore, it is outrageous to claim that not one Washington controller in the middle of a 
known terrorist attack involving aircraft noticed anything unusual transpiring on primary radar 
just because they were purportedly “not told to look for primary radar returns,” according to 
John and Charles. Air traffic controllers routinely rely on both primary and secondary radar, per 
the FAA’s official Aeronautical Information Manual (Chapter 4, “Section 5. Surveillance 
Systems.”), which is available online. (Primary radar returns provide air traffic controllers with 
the approximate longitude and latitude position of an aircraft regardless of whether its 
transponder is turned on. Secondary radar detects transponder signals to additionally provide 
an aircraft’s altitude and identity.) 


Considering that false testimony before congress carries the threat of imprisonment, the highly 
detailed testimony of Colonel Scott and Major General McKinley along with all the other 
testimonies/accounts we have covered carry far more weight than the undocumented 
assessments of John and Charles and one publicized Washington controller comment to a 
NEADS technician that does not conclusively disprove anything. 


Further, the 9/11 Commission Report clearly sought to draw attention away from the FAA’s 
Washington Center. First, pages 25 and 26 spent several paragraphs going into some detail 
about what Indianapolis controllers were thinking and doing after Flight 77’s transponder 
turned off, but never once mentioned the Washington flight controllers in whose region Flight 
77 traveled. Second, the “FAA Air Traffic Control Centers” map on page 15 left the Washington 
Center’s entire region unshaded and unlabeled, in contrast to every other northeast Air Traffic 
Control region where hijacked planes flew that day. Here’s a screenshot from page 15. 
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The ridiculousness of this omission is even more glaring when the reader compares this map to 
the “American Airlines Flight 77” flight path image on page 33. Flight 77 clearly spent much of its 
post-hijack flight within the Washington Center’s region. Here’s a screenshot from page 33: 
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Sources: 

FAA, “Aeronautical Information Manual, Chapter 4, Section 5. Surveillance Systems.” 
(available online) 

FAA, 9/17/2001, “Summary of Air Traffic Hijack Events: September 11, 2001.” 
National Archives Website, “9/11 Commission Memoranda for the Record (MFRs)” 
New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 
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New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Newsday, 9/23/2001, “Air Attack on Pentagon Indicates Weaknesses” 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “Timeline in Terrorist Attacks of Sept. 11, 2001” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Larry Arnold) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
Powell” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 15, 25-27, 33-34, 460 (Ch. 
1 Footnote 144) 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (includes Colonel Marr’s e-mail to Colonel Scott) 

9/11 Commission, undated, “The National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the 
United States; Finding Aid: Series Descriptions and Folder Title Lists” 
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CHAPTER 9 - THE FLIGHT 93 ALERT 

Summary 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission rejected broad agreement amongst FAA/NORAD/White 
House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources — in addition to media reports (AP, CBS, WAPO) — 
concerning the military’s early notification of Flight 93. Of particular interest were the highly 
specific and harmonious firsthand accounts by NORAD’s command chain consisting of NORAD 
Continental Commander Arnold (Com-Arnold Test, Air Force-Arnold), NEADS Commander Marr 
(Com-Marr MFR, Air Force-Marr, ABC-Marr, Newhouse News-Marr, Com-OlG Letter), and 
NEADS Technician Powell (Com-Powell MFR) of tracking Flight 93 as it headed west, expressing 
concern that it might hit a target in Chicago or Detroit, watching it turn back toward Washington 
D.C. radar, and ordering the Langley scramble in response. While all NEADS conversations were 
always recorded (Kean/Hamilton), Powell specifically said this Flight 93 tracking conversation 
was recorded (Com-Powell MFR). 


Of additional interest are somewhat specific and harmonious firsthand accounts of Brigadier 
General Winfield (ABC-Winfield), Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers (Myers, 
Congress-Myers), and Defense Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz (PBS-Wolfowitz, Pentagon- 
Wolfowitz, NYT-Wolfowitz) tracking and preparing to shoot down Flight 93 from within the 
NMCC. Cleveland flight controllers were in a position to corroborate their reports, but were 
gagged by the government (Independent). 


Instead, the 9/11 Commission claimed the military never learned about Flight 93 until after it 
crashed — over half an hour after it was hijacked (Com-pg. 30, 34). To support this position, it 
cited one 10:07 call in which a Cleveland controller told a NEADS technician Flight 93 was 
hijacked (Com-pg. 30). This call by itself did not come close to proving all other sources were 
inaccurate. Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission publicly released the one phone call that 
supported its narrative and withheld all contradictory evidence cited (Rutgers, NYT). 


The 9/11 Commission’s narrative also ridiculously implied that the FAA Command Center 
personnel never mentioned Flight 93 over the hijack net for over half an after learning about it 
(Com-pg. 28), military liaisons there never reached out to the other military personnel for over 
half an hour (Com-Belger Test), and the military liaisons at the Cleveland Center never reached 
out to other military personnel for over half an hour (Com-pg. 28, 30) — all in the middle of a 
known terrorist attack involving multiple hijacked commercial airliners. 


The 9/11 Commission claimed Flight 93 was proceeding normally at 9:16 to support its assertion 
that the widely reported 9:16 alert could not have happened (Com-pg. 34). However, no aircraft 
in the northeastern United States were proceeding normally due to the FAA’s unprecedented 
measures to clear the skies in the entire region (Air Force), which resulted in course deviations 
and may have contributed to the numerous erroneous hijack reports that morning (Com-pg. 28, 
Clarke, Belger-MFR). However, even if the 9:16 alert was not due to a course deviation, it is 
highly likely it was identified as an early potential hijack by the FBI/FAA through the use of 
passenger profiling, just like Delta 1989 was considered a possible hijack due to passenger 
profiling around the same time (Com-Weikert MFR), Com-Belger Test, Com-Garvey MFR). 


Sources: 


ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interviews of Army 
Brigadier General Montague Winfield, NEADS Commander Colonel Marr) 
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Associated Press, 9/13/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 

CBS News, 9/12/2001, “Feds Would Have Shot Down Pa. Jet” 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered questions: The mystery of Flight 93” 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 60, 63, 73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 

PBS News, 9/14/2001, “Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with PBS NewsHour” 
Richard Clarke, 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” (pgs. 1-7) 

Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of National 
Security,” pgs. 151-152 

Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton (9/11 Commission Chairmen), 2007, “Without Precedent: 
The Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission,” pgs. 85-88 

Washington Post, 1/27/2002, “America's Chaotic Road to War” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 10/21/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Administrator] Jane Garvey” 

9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
Powell” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” (including handwritten notes) 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with FAA 
Manager Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript (FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 28, 30, 34 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (includes Colonel Marr’s e-mail to Colonel Scott) 


9/11 Commission Rejects Evidence of Military’s Awareness of Flight 93, Cites One Phone Call 
that Does Not Prove Its Narrative, Falsely Claims Flight 93 Proceeded Normally Before Hijack, 
Omits Likely Use of Profiling to Identify Hijack Threat 

We previously saw that numerous sources confirmed that the FAA informed the military of 
Flight 93’s hijack before it crashed. Several FAA and military sources stated this directly (Garvey, 
Belger (firsthand witness), Weikert (firsthand witness), Asmus, Schuessler, FAA, NORAD, 
Eberhart, Scott, McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), Air Force, Marr (firsthand witness), Powell 
(firsthand witness), Winfield (firsthand witness), Myers (firsthand witness), Wolfowitz (firsthand 
witness)). 


Arnold, Marr, and Powell even gave highly specific firsthand accounts of tracking Flight 93 as it 
headed west, expressing concern that it might hit a target in Chicago or Detroit, and then 
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watching it turn back toward Washington D.C. radar. And they unanimously agreed that the 9:24 
Langley scramble was precipitated by FAA reports of both Flight 93 and Flight 77. 


And Winfield, Myers, and Wolfowitz shared first-hand accounts of tracking Flight 93 in the 
NMCC and nearly shooting it down before it crashed. 


Additionally, White House/Secret sources (Riggs, Garabito (plus Steenbergen), Clarke) said the 
FAA shared pre-impact information with them, which strongly suggested the same would have 
been shared with the military. 


Regarding the near shoot-down, some media sources asserted likewise. For example, according 
to the Associated Press, the day after 9/11, a New Hampshire flight controller said: 


“an F-16 fighter closely pursued Flight 93... He must’ve seen the whole thing.” 
Likewise, the day after 9/11, CBS News reported: 


“As the fourth hijacked plane was over Pennsylvania, seemingly headed for 
Washington... there were two F-16s armed with air-to-air missiles within 60 miles of 
Flight 93... [but] still out of missile range when the jetliner crashed.” 


Both of these reports harmonized with a Washington Post article four months later which 
described Vice President Cheney shortly after 9:55 repeating a shoot-down order from President 
Bush when a fighter was less than 60 miles away from Flight 93. The article stated: 


“9:55 a.m... Once airborne, Bush spoke again to Cheney, who... recommended that Bush 
authorize the military to shoot down... civilian airliners... In the White House bunker, a 
military aide approached the vice president. ‘There is a plane 80 miles out,’ he said. 
‘There is a fighter in the area. Should we engage?’ ‘Yes,’ Cheney replied without 
hesitation... The plane was now 60 miles out. ‘Should we engage?’ Cheney was asked. 
‘Yes,’ he replied again. As the plane came closer, the aide repeated the question. Does 
the order still stand? ‘Of course it does,’ Cheney snapped... It took the Pentagon almost 
two hours to confirm that the plane had not been shot down, an enormous relief.” 


Cleveland flight controllers were certainly in a position to corroborate or refute these reports 
since Flight 93 crashed within their region of visibility. Unfortunately, they were forbidden from 
doing so. The Independent stated: 


“the air-traffic controllers in Cleveland who tracked the last minutes of Flight 93 on 
radar have been forbidden by the authorities to speak publicly about what they saw on 
their screens.” 
Flight controllers in Pittsburgh likewise would have been in a position to corroborate or refute 
these reports. Strangely, they were ordered to evacuate the control tower. The Pittsburgh Post- 


Gazette: 


“The FAA ordered the Pittsburg control tower evacuated at 9:49 a.m.” 
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Likewise, the Air Force history stated on page 73: 


“Through the fray, [NEADS Commander Colonel Robert] Marr remembers hearing that 
the FAA was evacuating its Cleveland Center. He didn’t know why at the time and 
focused on United Flight 93, headed straight toward Washington.” 


Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission claimed that the FAA never alerted the military to the Flight 
93 hijack before it crashed. The 9/11 Commission Report stated: 


“NEADS first received a call about United 93 from the military liaison at Cleveland Center 
at 10:07. Unaware that the aircraft had already crashed, Cleveland passed to NEADS the 
aircraft's last known latitude and longitude.” (pg. 30) 


“In public testimony before this Commission in May 2003, NORAD officials stated that at 
9:16, NEADS received hijack notification of United 93 from the FAA. This statement was 
incorrect. There was no hijack to report at 9:16. United 93 was proceeding normally at 
that time.” (pg. 34) 


“Nor did the military have 47 minutes to respond to United 93, as would be implied by 
the account that it received notice of the flight's hijacking at 9:16. By the time the 
military learned about the flight, it had crashed.” (pg. 34) 


As you can see from the first quote, the 9/11 Commission supported its claim by citing (not 
quoting) a 10:07 Cleveland FAA/military liaison call to NEADS. This call obviously does not prove 
that no military personnel heard about the Flight 93 hijack prior through other channels such as 
the FAA hijack net or the White House teleconference, as was asserted by numerous 
aforementioned parties. 


However, even the 9/11 Commission’s assertion of what took place at the Cleveland Center 
does not add up. The 9/11 Commission Report (pg. 28) said Cleveland controllers heard Flight 93 
hijack transmissions in real-time from 9:30 to 9:32, notified FAA headquarters by 9:34, and 
notified the FAA Command Center at 9:36. Both FAA Headquarters and FAA Command Center 
participated in the hijack net. Is it plausible they never shared over the hijack net for over half an 
hour the information they received from Cleveland? Not remotely. 


And what about the Cleveland Center’s military liaison who made the 10:07 call to NEADS? He 
was certainly present with the Cleveland controllers and heard the hijack in real-time just like 
they did. Is it plausible his 10:07 call over half an hour later was really his first attempt to reach 
out to his military colleagues during a known terrorist attack involving hijacked airliners? Again, 
not remotely. 


Plus, as Monte Belger pointed out in his June of 2004 testimony, the Command Center (which 
Cleveland contacted at 9:36) had “Military personnel... assigned... [to it who] became involved in 
coordinating actions with the military.” Is it plausible that those military personnel just sat 
around from 9:36 until after 10:07 before coordinating anything? Again, not remotely. 


In this context, it is outlandish to claim no military personnel became aware of the Flight 93 
hijack before 10:07. 
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Here is one exchange during the June of 2004 public hearing where Commissioner Kerry 
unsuccessfully tried to shield the military and accuse the FAA of dereliction: 


Commissioner Kerry: “Let's talk about 93... At 9:28, Cleveland confirms a hijack. You 
know it at 9:34... FAA Headquarters knew it and didn't let the military know.” 


Monte Belger: “...there were military people on duty at the FAA Command Center... They 
were participating in what was going on. There were military people in the FAA’s Air 
Traffic Organization in a situation room. They were participating in what was going on... 
the NMCC was added to the conference call, the open conference call, at 9:20.” 


Moving on, the 9/11 Commission Report asserted (pg. 34) that “There was no hijack to report at 
9:16. United 93 was proceeding normally at that time.” This line purported to debunk: 


e Colonel Scott’s and Major General McKinley’s testimony that the FAA reported Flight 93 
as a possible hijack at 9:16. 

e Major General Arnold’s testimony that the FAA “aggressively” reported Flight 93 as a 
possible hijack before 9:24 and that Flight 93 “wandered around and flew up over the 
northern part of Pennsylvania...” 

e NEADS Commander Colonel Robert Marr’s and Lt. Jeremy Powell’s interview statements 
that Flight 93 reports contributed to the 9:24 Langley scramble. 

e The Air Force’s official 9/11 history book, which quoted Arnold (pg. 63) as stating “we 
were getting calls about United Flight 93” shortly after the 2" WTC impact. 


However, the 9/11 Commission’s debunk attempt is not irrefutable for multiple reasons. First, 
the National Transportation Safety Board (NSTB) Flight Path Study for Flight 93 confirmed that 
Arnold’s statement about Flight 93 traveling through northern Pennsylvania was correct. And, 
while it is unclear to what extent this path deviated from Flight 93’s originally planned route, 
what is clear is that Flight 93 was not “proceeding normally” between the 9:03 second WTC 
impact and the 9:30 hijacking because no aircraft in the northeastern United States were 
proceeding normally during that time period. 


As the Air Force history pointed out on page 60, shortly after the 2"" WTC impact, “the FAA took 
unprecedented measures to clear the skies of the northeast United States.” Flight 93’s path 
through northern Pennsylvania may have been leading to an unscheduled landing in Cleveland, 
just as aircraft all over the Northeast were preparing to make unscheduled landings at that same 
time. 


All of these course deviations may have contributed to an excess number of possible hijack 
reports. For example, the 9/11 Commission readily acknowledged (pg. 28) that “multiple” flights 
were falsely suspected as hijacks that morning. Further, White House Terrorism Advisor Richard 
Clarke quoted Jane Garvey in his book as stating shortly before the Pentagon impact that FAA 
headquarters received reports of “eleven... potential hijacks.” Also, handwritten interviewer 
notes from Monte Belger’s April of 2004 staff interview contained the words: “dozens of 
situations’ we thought were hijack”. 
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On the other hand, some false hijacking reports were attributable to a massive NORAD hijacking 
simulation exercise known as “Vigilante Guardian,” which was being run the morning of 9/11. 
This will be discussed in more detail in a coming chapter. 


In any event, the FAA also likely identified Flight 93 as a potential hijack for a different reason 
than course deviation. Page 11 of the 9/11 Commission Report pointed out that all four 9/11 
hijacks were accomplished by four-to-five-man teams of Middle Eastern terrorists who 
purchased seats in proximity to one another. It is therefore likely the FAA, perhaps in 
conjunction with the FBI, identified Flight 93 as a potential hijack on this basis before the actual 
hijacking occurred. In fact, this is why Delta 1989 was temporarily thought to be a hijack. The 
memorandum from the staff's interview with FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Mike Weikert 
says that their suspicion regarding that flight “was the result of profiling”. 


Further, there is no doubt that the FBI was engaged early in the hijack alerts. Monte Belger 
testified that the FBI was on the hijack net before the NMCC and Jane Garvey told the 9/11 
Commission staff that she believed she heard them on the line just after the second WTC crash. 
She also said there were already FBI investigators onsite at Logan airport just after the second 
WTC crash interviewing witnesses. Therefore, there was certainly time for the FBI and FAA to 
have used profiling to identify Flight 93 as a possible hijack before the FAA’s 9:16 alert, per 
Colonel Scott and Major General McKinley. 


Profiling commonality may also be why both Major General Arnold and Colonel Marr lumped 
Delta 1989 and Flight 93 together in their commentary. Recall that in his testimony, Arnold 
stated: 


“at one time we thought either the Delta flight or the United 93 might pose a threat to 
Detroit. We tried to get airplanes airborne out of the Toledo Air National Guard at that 
particular time. ‘Can you get anything airborne? Because we have this United 93 and this 
Delta. We need to intercept it and see what is going on with those particular aircraft.’” 


Likewise, Marr told Newhouse news: 


“United Airlines 93 was flying parallel to Delta Flight 1989 over Pennsylvania and 
heading west. Both were thought to be hijacked, Marr says. ‘At that time, we didn't have 
any fighters out there... | directed the battle staff to look for anyone who was out there, 
anyone who could help us out.” 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interviews of 
Transportation Secretary Mineta, Army Brigadier General Montague Winfield, NEADS 
Commander Colonel Marr) 

Associated Press, 9/13/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 

CBS News, 9/12/2001, “Feds Would Have Shot Down Pa. Jet” 

Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered questions: The mystery of Flight 93” 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 60, 63, 73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

National Transportation Safety Board, 2/19/2002, “Flight Path Study — United Airlines 
Flight 93” 
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Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 4/16/2002, “Local Officials Rethink Recently Made Plans to 
Deal with Terrorism” 

Richard Clarke, 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” (pgs. 1-7) 

Washington Post, 1/27/2002, “America's Chaotic Road to War” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
General Craig McKinley, Major General Arnold Testimonies) 

9/11 Commission, 10/21/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Administrator] Jane Garvey” 

9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
Powell” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” (including handwritten notes) 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with FAA 
Manager Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript (FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 11, 28, 30, 34 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (includes Colonel Marr’s e-mail to Colonel Scott) 
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CHAPTER 10 - THE LANGLEY SCRAMBLE 

Summary 

As we have seen, the 9/11 Commission rejected broad agreement amongst FAA/NORAD/White 
House/Secret Service/Pentagon sources that Flight 77 and/or Flight 93 were the cause of the 
Langley scramble. Of particular interest were the harmonious firsthand accounts of the NORAD 
command chain consisting of NORAD Continental Commander Arnold (Com-Arnold Test, Air 
Force-Arnold), NEADS Commander Marr (Com-Marr MFR, Air Force-Marr, ABC-Marr, 
Newhouse News-Marr), and NEADS Technician Powell (Com-Powell MFR) who authorized, 
ordered, and executed the scramble. Also of interest were the harmonious firsthand accounts of 
FAA hijack net managers Belger (Com-Belger MFR) and Weikert (Com-Weikert MFR). 


The 9/11 Commission instead claimed the scramble was caused by an erroneous report that 
Flight 11, which hit the World Trade Center at 8:46, was still airborne and heading toward 
Washington D.C. (Com-pg. 34). To support its position, it cited/quoted a 9:21 call between 
NEADS and the Boston Center’s military liaison concerning the phantom Flight 11 and a brief 
exchange between NEADS personnel (Com-pg. 26-27), which did not by itself come close to 
proving that prior awareness of Flights 77 and 93 was not the main driver of the scramble — 
particularly because both Arnold and Marr affirmed their awareness of the erroneous phantom 
Flight 11 report, but insisted it was not a main driver of the scramble order (Com-Marr MFR, Air 
Force-Marr, Air Force-Arnold). Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission publicly released the 
aforementioned recorded exchanges that supported its narrative and omitted all contradictory 
evidence cited (Rutgers, NYT). 


The 9/11 Commission dubiously claimed it could not discover the origin of the Boston Center’s 
erroneous phantom Flight 11 report (Com-pg. 26). This was despite all Boston Center 
communications having been recorded (Rutgers, NYT) and despite NEADS technicians (where all 
communications where likewise recorded (Kean/Hamilton)) having been linked in to Boston 
controllers’ headsets so they could hear everything Boston heard in real-time (Newhouse 
News). 


The 9/11 Commission only asserted that the report must have been the FAA’s mistake, not the 
military’s (Com-pg. 26). This was perhaps to draw attention away from the fact that on 9/11, 
NORAD was in the midst of a days-long exercise known as “Vigilant Guardian”, which simulated 
multiple hijackings and even inserted false radar blips onto NEADS screens in the middle of the 
attacks. Thirty hours of audiotape from the NEADS’ control room released for the production of 
the Hollywood film “United 93” and analyzed by Vanity Fair revealed that the NEADS crew 
engaged in chases of multiple phantom hijackings due to exercise-related misinformation that 
peaked during the actual attacks. It is highly probable the phantom Flight 11 report was 
attributable to the exercise (Vanity Fair). However, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed 
that the exercise “expedited” NORAD’s response to the 9/11 attacks (Com-pg. 458 FN 116), as 
we will discuss in more detail shortly. 


The 9/11 Commission falsely claimed the military omitted any mention of the phantom Flight 11 
report in official documents (implying a cover-up) (Com-pg. 34), when in fact the official Air 
Force 9/11 history quoted both Arnold and Marr verbatim as being aware of it (Air force-Marr, 
Air Force-Arnold). 
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Under credible threat of prosecution, the 9/11 Commission successfully convinced NORAD 
Commander Eberhart (Com-Eberhart MFR+Test) and NORAD Continental Commander Arnold 
(Com-Arnold MFR+Test) (but not Air Force Vice Commander Colonel Scott (Com-Scott MFR) or 
Air Force Secretary General McKinley (Com-McKinley MFR)) to flip flop and invited only them to 
the public unveiling of its new narrative during the June of 2004 public hearing so they could 
formalize their endorsement of it (Com-Eberhart Test, Com-Arnold Test). 
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ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Marr) 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
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New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Newhouse News, 1/25/2002, “Amid Crisis Simulation, ‘We Were Suddenly No-Kidding 
Under Attack’” 

Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 
Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 
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The Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission,” pgs. 85-88 
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9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott, Major 
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Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 
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McKinley” 
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Larry Arnold” 
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Edward Eberhart” 
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Investigator John Farmer, Executive Director Philip Zelikow, Commissioner Ben-Veniste) 
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made by NORAD and FAA officials deemed by the 9/11 Commission to be false) 
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9/11 Commission Rejects Evidence That Langley Scramble Was Caused by Flights 77/93, Claims 
Sole Cause Was Phantom Flight 11, Cites Transcripts That Do Not Prove Its Narrative, Falsely 
Claims NORAD Omitted Phantom Flight 11 Reports, Pressures Top NORAD Officials to Flip Flop 
We previously saw that numerous sources confirmed the military’s 9:24 Langley scramble was in 
response to FAA alerts regarding Flight 77 and/or Flight 93. Sources included Garvey, Belger 
(firsthand witness), Weikert (firsthand witness), Asmus, Schuessler, Steenbergen (firsthand 
witness), FAA, NORAD, Eberhart, Scott, McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), the Air Force, Marr 
(firsthand witness), and Powell (firsthand witness). And White House/Secret sources’ 
statements (Riggs (firsthand witness), Cheney, Garabito (firsthand witness), Clarke (firsthand 
witness)) regarding early warnings of one or both of these aircraft also strongly suggest the 
military would have ordered the scramble in response. 


However, the 9/11 Commission claimed the Langley scramble was in response to a false report 
that Flight 11 (which hit the WTC north tower at 8:46) was still airborne and heading toward 
Washington D.C. It goes without saying that this was report was never visually verified by a 
single civilian or military flight controller on primary radar because Flight 11 no longer existed. 
Page 34 of the Final Report stated: 


“The notice NEADS received at 9:24 was that American 11 had not hit the World Trade 
Center and was heading for Washington D.C. ...The [Langley] fighters were scrambled 
because of the report that American 11 was heading south, as is clear not just from 
taped conversations at NEADS but also from taped conversations at FAA centers; 
contemporaneous logs compiled at NEADS, Continental Region headquarters, and 
NORAD; and other records. Yet this response to a phantom aircraft was not recounted in 
a single public timeline or statement issued by the FAA or Department of Defense.” 


The 9/11 Commission listed extensive evidence for this narrative — NEADS taped conversations, 
NEADS logs, NORAD Headquarters logs, FAA taped conversations, and other records. However, 
this statement has no footnote. Therefore, there is actually little publicly available evidence to 
support this statement besides a few short transcriptions in the body of the Report, which we 
will discuss momentarily. 


The report of a phantom Flight 11 which no one could ever find because it did not exist can be 
traced to Colin Scoggins, the Boston Center’s military liaison. At 9:21, he called NEADS and 
stated: 


“I just heard a report that American 11 is still in the air, and it’s on its way towards — 
heading towards Washington... it was evidently another aircraft that hit the tower... | 
would assume he’s somewhere over, uh, either New Jersey or somewhere further south... 
he is a hijack.” (pg. 26) 


This call was fifteen minutes after the FAA Command Center had officially notified all traffic 
control centers in the nation Flight 11 hit the World Trade Center, per Jane Garvey’s testimony 
to congress ten days later after 9/11. The sudden alleged reappearance of Flight 11 was a 
bizarre contradiction to the widely disseminated facts and warranted careful investigation by 
the 9/11 Commission into where the false report originated. The 9/11 Commission concluded: 
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“We have been unable to identify the source of the mistaken FAA information.” (pg. 26) 
Likewise, the memorandum summarizing the staff’s interview with Scoggins stated: 


“AA11 went off radar at [the Boston Center] after its impact... A minute or two later [the 
Boston Center] personne! conceded that it was AA11... but got a call afterward saying 
AA11 might still be airborne and headed towards DC... [Scoggins] never learned who 
originally reported AA11 heading towards DC.” 


We saw from the 2011 Rutgers recordings/transcripts that Boston Center communications were 
certainly recorded on 9/11. Furthermore, according to Newhouse News, Boston Center 
communications were being listened in on in real-time by NEADS, where all audio was likewise 
being recorded. That article drew heavily from an interview with Master Sergeant Maureen 
Dooley, head of the “ID Tech” team on the NEADS operations floor, which was responsible “to 
facilitate communications between NEADS, the civilian F.A.A., and other military commands.” 
The article further stated: 


“At 8:43 a.m., Dooley’s technicians, their headsets linked to Boston Center, heard of a 
second plane, United Flight 175, that also was not responding. It, too, was moving to 
New York.” 


Therefore, it is certainly suspicious that neither the 9/11 Commission nor Scoggins could ever 
find out where the phantom Flight 11 report originated. 


Adding to suspicion was the fact that NORAD was in the midst of a days-long exercise known as 
“Vigilant Guardian”, which simulated multiple hijackings before and during 9/11. Thirty hours of 
audiotape from the NEADS’ control room released under subpoena by the 9/11 Commission and 
later analyzed by Vanity Fair revealed that the NEADS crew engaged in chases of multiple 
phantom hijackings due to exercise-related misinformation that peaked during the actual 
attacks. Vanity Fair stated: 


“For the NEADS crew, 9/11 was not a story of four hijacked airplanes, but one of a 
heated chase after more than a dozen potential hijackings—some real, some phantom— 
that emerged from the turbulence of misinformation that spiked in the first 100 minutes 
of the attack and continued well into the afternoon and evening.” 


The article went on to quote several exchanges between NEADS and the Boston Center 
regarding the phantom Flight 11, implying that the false report was attributable to the exercise. 
However, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed (footnote 116 on page 458) that the 
exercise “expedited” NORAD’s response to the 9/11 attacks. This will be discussed in more detail 
in a coming chapter. 


The NEADS technician who received this phantom Flight 11 call from Scoggins told his Mission 
Crew Commander, Lieutenant Colonel Kevin Nasypany. Per the 9/11 Commission Report, 


Nasypany said in response: 


“Okay, uh, American Airlines is still airborne. Eleven, the first guy, he’s heading towards 
Washington. Okay? I think we need to scramble Langley right now...” (pg. 26-27) 
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It is worth noting that this is not a transcript of an actual call or scramble order transmitted to 
Langley. Rather, it is a conversation between a NEADS technician and Lt. Col. Nasypany, who did 
not have authority to issue the scramble order, which explains the next excerpt from the Report: 


“After consulting with NEADS command, the crew commander issued the order at 9:23: 
‘Okay... scramble Langley. Head them towards the Washington area... [I]f they're there 
then we’ll run on them... These guys are smart.’ That order was processed and 
transmitted to Langley Air Force Base at 9:24.” (pg. 26-27) 


“NEADS command” referred to NORAD Northeastern sector (NEADS) Commander Colonel 
Robert Marr — the officer in charge of NEADS who issued the scramble order. If the 9/11 
Commission wanted to firmly debunk and contradict years of FAA and NORAD testimony about 
what really precipitated the Langley scramble, there was no better source to turn to than 
Colonel Marr. Unfortunately for the 9/11 Commission, Marr soundly rejected its narrative. 


According to the memorandum of his January of 2004 interview with the 9/11 Commission staff, 
the staff presented their selective audio clips and then tried to convince Marr that he ordered 
the scramble purely in response to phantom Flight 11. However, Marr replied that while he did 
hear the phantom Flight 11 report from Boston, he logically considered it unreliable since its 
alleged location was well outside Boston’s radar’s range. And, more importantly, Marr plainly 
told the Commission that he received the Flight 77 and 93 hijack reports before they crashed, he 
considered them to be a threat to Washington D.C., and he order the scramble to protect 
Washington D.C. Here are several key excerpts from the memorandum: 


“[Marr] recalled getting information on AA 11 still heading south, and upon discovery 
that the information was from ZBW (FAA Boston En Route Center) — thus to Marr having 
low reliability since it was out of ZBW radar range.” 


“Marr’s memory of AA 77... was that he had received information on a threat perceived 
on Washington, D.C. and on the White House.” 


“Marr noted that much going on led him to believe Washington was at risk, and he 
commented that in his recollection UAL 93 was hijacked.” 


“Marr noted that he decided to scramble in response to a variety of events that 
occurred. Marr explained that even though the operations floor represented to 
Commission staff that it was for a threat from AA 11, Marr scrambled to protect the NCA 
[National Command Authority — i.e. the Pentagon and the White House].” 


“Commission staff presented to Colonel Marr that it appears based on the evidence that 
Langley was launched in response to AA 11 being reported headed south towards 
Washington, D.C... He did not concede that it was specifically related to AA 11, and he 
concluded that it was based on a number of factors, including those noted above.” 


Furthermore, as we also saw previously, Marr stated the matter plainly six months prior in a 


June 2, 2003 e-mail which was later quoted verbatim in a letter by the 9/11 Commission to the 
DOD and DOT Inspectors General. The e-mail stated: 
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“The answer on AA77 is not easy, nor is it pretty. At the time AA77 was occurring we 
were focused on UAL93 which was the only confirmed hijack that the FAA had identified 
to us. My records show UAL93 reported as hijacked at 0916L, once we found it and 
identified it's [sic] westerly heading, we scrambled Langley at 0924L just in case it turned 
around toward DC, which it did later. At 0924L we also received a call from the FAA 
about AA77 with a follow-up call at 0925L. It is easiest to explain the simultaneous 
scramble order with the AA77 notification as the scramble being against AA77 - it takes 
a lot of time to explain to the public that you're scrambling fighters against a plane 
heading away from the possible target.” 


Now look again at the 9/11 Commission’s transcription of Marr’s scramble order: 


“Okay... scramble Langley. Head them towards the Washington area... [I]f they’re there 
then we’ll run on them... These guys are smart.” 


Who are “these guys” Marr referred to and why are they “smart?” In light of Marr’s interview, 
the most logical interpretation is that Marr was aware of multiple, simultaneous threats to 
Washington D.C. that had been smartly coordinated by multiple hijack teams. Once again, the 
brief quotations cited the 9/11 Commission used to support its narrative do not by themselves 
come close to debunking the broad agreement between FAA/NORAD/Secret Service/White 
House sources we have covered about Flight 77 and/or Flight 93 precipitating the Langley 
scramble. 


As stated, the 9/11 Commission eventually released to the public (via Rutgers Law School and 
the New York Times) in 2011 the cited audio clips and transcripts that appeared to support its 
narrative while withholding all other NEADS/FAA transcripts which purportedly would have 
debunked its narrative. If Colonel Marr is correct, the still-unavailable NEADS tapes from the 
over twenty perpetually active weapons and flight controllers stations there (per Commission 
Chairmen Tom Kean’s and Lee Hamilton’s book, “Without Precedent”) contain evidence that 
Marr received FAA warnings regarding Flights 77 and 93 that contributed to his decision to 
scramble the Langley fighters. 


Now recall the last sentence from the Final Report pg. 34 excerpt we saw earlier in which the 
9/11 Commission accused military officials of trying to obscure the true reason for the Langley 
scramble. The excerpt stated: 


“Yet this response to a phantom aircraft was not recounted in a single public timeline or 
statement issued by the FAA or Department of Defense.” 


This sentence is patently untrue. Commissioner Ben-Veniste tried to make the same claim when 
he addressed General Arnold in the June of 2004 public hearing, stating: 


“General, is it not a fact that the failure to call our attention to the... notion of a 
phantom Flight 11 continuing from New York City south in fact skewed the whole 
reporting of 9/11, it skewed the official Air Force report, which is contained in a book 
called ‘The Air War Over America,’ which does not contain any information about the 
fact that you were following, or thinking of a continuation of Flight 11...?” 
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Commissioner Ben-Veniste’s statement was ironic because the Air Force’s report is precisely 
where phantom Flight 11 was referenced twice. The report gave it the same level of attention it 
received from Colonel Marr, per his interview. Namely, it was one small factor in the morning’s 
events, but not the main driver of the Langley scramble like Flights 77 and 93 were. First, on 
page 59, General Arnold called attention to the phantom Flight 11 call after being warned by the 
FAA about Flight 93: 


“United Airlines crashed into the south tower of the World Trade Center at 9:03 a.m... 
[Larry] Arnold says. ‘As we pulled out of the exercise we were getting calls about United 
Flight 93 and we were worried about that. Then we had another call from Boston 
Center about a possible hijacking, but that turned out to be the airplane that had 
already hit the south tower but we didn’t know that at the time.’” 


Then on page 63, the report and Colonel Marr recalled the phantom Flight 11 call after being 
warned by the FAA about both Flight 77 and 93 — and ordering the scramble in response to all 
three, just like he told the 9/11 Commission staff: 


“With little time to grasp what had happened in New York, the FAA continued to report 
more shocking information in the Northeast sector: American Airlines Flight 77 and Delta 
Airlines Flight 1989, both 767s bound for Los Angeles, were possible hijacked. 
Somewhere over Cleveland, United Airlines Flight 93 bound for San Francisco was still off 
course. 


‘The FAA is starting to report more aircraft not following their flight plans,’ Marr says. 
‘Now we are looking at a host of potential problems. Then we get another call from 
Boston Center that we have a problem near Washington and ‘you’d better check on it.’ 


The North Dakota alert pilots were still in their cockpits at Langley Air Force Base. At the 
squadron operations desk, you F-16 pilot Capt. Craig Borgstrom took a terse phone call 
from NEADS. ‘The guy from sector asked me, ‘How many can you get airborne right 
now?” Borgstrom recalls. ‘I told him | had two on battle stations. He then said, ‘That’s 
not what | asked. How many total airplanes can you send up?’ | said, TII give you three.’ 
And he said, ‘Then go!’... The active air scramble order had been given. It was 9:24...” 


One key element to promoting the 9/11 Commission’s narrative of the Langley scramble was 
getting two of the four top military officials who testified against it to flip flop — NORAD 
Commander General Eberhart and NORAD Continental Commander Major General Arnold. (Air 
Force Vice Commander Colonel William Scott and Air Force Secretary General Craig McKinley did 
not overtly flip flop). 


Recall from an earlier chapter that in October of 2001 Eberhart testified before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, stating: 


“I show it as 9:24 that we were notified [of Flight 77]... we were working that with the 


FAA and we launched the airplanes out of Langley Air Force Base as soon as they notified 
us about hijacking... United Airlines flight 93 in Pennsylvania...we were trying to decide, 
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initially, if that flight was going to continue west and if there was some other target for 
that flight...” 


However, in his 9/11 Commission interview two and a half years later, the staff presented its 
new narrative that NORAD never learned of Flights 77 or 93 before they crashed and the Langley 
scramble had been in response to phantom Flight 11. In so doing, the 9/11 Commission asserted 
that virtually all previous testimony by NORAD officials had been false testimony to congress — 
an imprisonable crime. It is understandable why Eberthart might have been motivated to 
change his story. 


Eberhart complied beautifully, stating that he “had no knowledge of the circumstance that 
initiated the scramble of the Langley fighters” at 9:24 and “was only made aware of the [false 
rumor about Flight 11] recently.” He further said that “Delta 1989 and UAL 93 may have been 
interchanged.” 


Thus, the head of NORAD claimed to have been ignorant for two and a half years about what 
precipitated the Langley scramble and when and how the agency was notified of the Flights 77 
and 93. Eberhart was then invited to testify of his agreement with the new narrative when the 
9/11 Commission presented it to the public for the first time (via Lead Staff Investigator John 
Farmer and Executive Director Philip Zelikow) during its final June of 2004 public hearing. 


The staff presented the same narrative to Major General Arnold. As we saw in an earlier section, 
Arnold gave highly specific first-hand accounts — both in 9/11 Commission testimony and in the 
Air Force history — of being warned by the FAA of Flights 77 and 93, initiating the scramble in 
response, and tracking every movement of Flight 93 in real-time along with three NEADS sector 
Commanders — Colonels Robert Marr, John Cromwell, and Larry Kemp. Marr corroborated 
Arnold perfectly in his 9/11 Commission interview (as did Marr’s subordinate, Lt. Jeremey 
Powell, who executed Marr’s scrambled order) and in the Air Force history. The 9/11 
Commission never bothered to interview Cromwell and Kemp. 


Nevertheless, Arnold also complied beautifully as well. The memorandum from his February of 
2004 staff interview stated: 


“Commission staff explained to Arnold the time line for UAL 93, and he responded by 
acknowledging that the story on UAL 93 as he presented it was not based on fact. And 
he acknowledged that he may have spoken based on what he thought, but not based on 
what was actually ongoing.” 


Like Eberhart, Arnold was then invited to testify of his agreement with the new narrative the 
following June. When Commissioner Ben-Veniste confronted him about his previous testimony 
not harmonizing with the new narrative, Arnold replied: 


“I didn’t recall those facts in May of last year... In fact... the question that came to me 
was, why did we scramble... the F-16s out of Langley Air Force Base? And there had been 
statements made by some that we scrambled that aircraft the report of American 77, 
which was not the case... And I was trying to remember in my own mind what was it that 
persuaded us to scramble those aircraft. And | thought at the time it was United 93.” 
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The only top NORAD witness whose interview memorandum contained no evidence of a flip- 
flop was Colonel William Scott. The memorandum stated: 


“Scott noted that when he built the brief for the Commission... he checked to make sure 
that the NORAD timeline and the NEADS... RADS [Reporting and Data System] data that 
he originally used were still the official sources of information... he trusted NORAD to 
have the larger, more accurate time...” 


“Scott explained that General Arnold indicated to him prior to the Commission hearing 
that he recalled information on AA 77 that led to the Langley scramble.” 


“Scott has no knowledge that the Langley scramble had any connection to AA 11...” 
Scott was not invited to the June of 2004 public hearing. 


General Craig McKinley’s interview memorandum did not contain overt denials of the NORAD 
timeline he testified to. But it did contain statements to the effect that the 9/11 Commission’s 
new narrative should be trusted. For example, it stated: 


“McKinley noted that he never had knowledge of the transcript of the NEADS Mission 
Crew Commander (MCC) Op Channel 2 [allegedly attributing the Langley scramble solely 
to the phantom Flight 11] that was presented to him by Commission staff.” 


“McKinley noted that the best data was likely the NEADS data that already been 
collected by Commission staff. 


McKinley was also not invited to the June 2004 public hearing. 
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Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton, 2007, “Without Precedent: The Inside Story of the 9/11 
Commission,” pgs. 85-88 
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Vanity Fair, 10/17/2006, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes” 
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9/11 Commission, 9/22/2003, “Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Boston Center 
Field Site Interview with Collin Scoggins, Military Operations Specialist.” 


138 


9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. Jeremy 
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CHAPTER 11 - BRIGADIER GENERAL WINFIELD 

Summary 

Army Brigadier General Montague Winfield (ABC-Winfield) and acting Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers (Myers) gave detailed firsthand accounts of Winfield 
serving as the NMCC Deputy Director of Operations (DDO) while tracking and preparing to shoot 
Flight 93 as it approached Washington D.C. on presidential authorization that was passed from 
Vice President Cheney. Their accounts harmonized with news reports by ABC and CNN, as well 
as the official JPAC (Joint POW/MIA Accounting Command) military website. 


However, the 9/11 Commission rejected this narrative and instead accepted the word of 
Winfield’s backup Captain Charles Joseph Leidig (Com-Leidig MFR+Test) and his assistant 
Commander Patrick Gardner (Com-Gardner MFR) that Leidig filled in for Winfield even though 
there was no corroborating entry in the DDO Pass Down Log (Com-Winfield MFR). As to why he 
filled in for Winfield, Leidig ridiculously claimed that Winfield could not be disturbed during the 
9/11 attacks because he was in an important meeting to discuss Air Force officer ratings (Com- 
Leidig MFR, Com-NMCC Site Visit MFR). 


The 9/11 Commission classified its staff interview with Winfield in which they asked him about 
his detailed firsthand account on ABC news, the NMCC’s awareness of Flight 93, and why there 
was no DDO Pass Down Log entry (Com-Winfield MFR). The 9/11 Commission then invited only 
Leidig and not Winfield to the public unveiling of its new narrative that the military never 
learned of Flight 93’s hijacking pre-impact so Leidig could formalize his endorsement of it (Com- 
Leidig Test). 


Sources: 
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9/11 Commission Rejects Evidence That Winfield Was NMCC DDO During Flight 93 Approach, 
Ridiculously Claims Backup Filled In So As To Not Interrupt Important Meeting 
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On 9/11, the National Military Command Center’s (NMCC’s) Deputy Director of Operations 
(DDO) was Army Brigadier General (BG) Montague Winfield. Per the 9/11 Commission Report, 
the DDO’s role was “to gather the relevant parties and establish the chain of command between 
the National Command Authority — the president and the secretary of defense — and those who 
need to carry out their orders.” 


For nearly two years following 9/11, news reports and public statements by Winfield indicated 
that he fulfilled his duties as DDO during the attacks. For example, on September 4" 2002, CNN 
ran a 9/11 documentary in which Pentagon correspondent Barbara Starr stated: 


“Brigadier General Montague Winfield was in command of the military's worldwide 
nerve center that morning... at 9:38, American Airlines Flight 77 slams into the Pentagon. 
The Command Center is on the other side of the massive building. Winfield and his staff 
never feel the impact. They see the flames on television as alarms go off inside. Smoke 
soon reaches the Command Center. Still, the Command Center remains icy calm. 
Winfield is running a secure phone call with the White House, the FAA, and the North 
American Air Defense Command, NORAD.” 


Winfield, who was interviewed for the documentary, then stated: 


“NORAD ordered all aircraft to battle stations and combat ready... [Flight 93 turning off 
its transponder and deviating course toward high value targets] is almost the exact same 
scenario that the other three hijackings had followed.” 


Likewise, a September 11, 2002 ABC News special portrayed Winfield as leading NMCC 
operations for the entirety of the attacks and included numerous clips of an interview with him. 
Regarding the time period just after the second WTC impact, Winfield stated: 


“When the second aircraft flew into the second Tower, it was at that point that we 
realized that... [this was] a coordinated terrorist attack on the United States.... The senior 
military and civilian leaders in the building began to filter into the National Military 
Command Center to get a situation update.” 


Then, regarding the NMCC’s efforts to track and destroy Flight 93, Winfield stated: 


“We received the report from the FAA that Flight 93 had turned off its transponder, had 
turned, and was now heading towards Washington, DC. The decision was made to try to 
go intercept Flight 93. The Vice President briefed into the conference that the President 
had given us permission to shoot down innocent civilian aircraft that threatened 
Washington, DC. ...We started receiving reports from the fighters that were heading to, 
to intercept. The FAA kept us informed with their time estimates as the aircraft got 
closer and closer... the closure time came and went, and nothing had happened... 
everything was very tense in the NMCC. We had basically lost situational awareness of 
where this airplane was. It was about, you know, 10:03 that the fighters reported that 
Flight 93 had crashed.” 


Similarly, General Richard Myers, acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 9/11, stated in 
his 2009 book regarding events shortly after the Pentagon was struck: 
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“Army Brig. Gen. Montague Winfield was the duty officer in charge of the center that 
morning... he was participating in a conference call linking the NMCC, North American 
Aerospace Command (NORAD), and the White House... We learned that there was 
apparently a fourth hijacked aircraft, United Airlines 93... ‘NORAD estimates the aircraft 
is headed toward Washington,’ Winfield said. ‘Vice President Cheney has forwarded the 
President’s authorization to go Weapons Free [permission to shoot down] if that plane is 
confirmed hijacked and threatens the White House or the Capitol.” 


Finally, as of October of 2004, Winfield’s biographical statement on the official JPAC (Joint 
POW/MIA Accounting Command) military website stated: 


“Brigadier General Winfield served as the Deputy Director for Operations... in the 
National Military Command Center. He was present as the General Officer in Charge 
during the terrorist attacks of 9/11.” 


However, on July 21, 2003, nine key 9/11 Commission staff members, including Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow, were given an orientation and tour of the NMCC during which they were 
told for the first time that Winfield’s backup, Captain Charles Joseph Leidig, served as the DDO 
during the first phase of 9/11 attacks. The memorandum from the tour stated: 


“Captain Leidig was the primary DDO during the initial phase of the NMCC’s reaction to 
events as they unfolded; BG Winfield transitioned into the position upon his return to the 
NMCC.” 


Almost a year later, on April 29, 2004, Leidig was finally interviewed by five staff members. The 
preamble of the interview memorandum stated that Leidig filled in for Winfield because he was 
in another meeting to discuss performance ratings for Air Force officers. The preamble further 
stated that Winfield was not notified to return to the NMCC because “such meetings are 
generally not disturbed unless the reason is significant.” This unbelievable statement begged the 
question, what could have been more significant than a coordinated terrorist attack on the 
nation? The preamble stated: 


“On 9/11 Captain Leidig was the action Deputy Director for Operations (DDO)... He was 
sitting in place of... Brigadier General Montague Winfield, USA, who was attending a 
meeting... The meeting was a USAF-convened session for general officers who rated Air 
Force officers... Such meetings are generally not disturbed unless the reason is 
significant.” 


Likewise, the aforementioned staff orientation/tour memorandum stated: 


“Army BG Winfield... was at an unrelated, closed-door personnel meeting convened by 
the Air Force to discuss the rating of Air Force officers.” 


In the main body of the memorandum, Leidig said Winfield took over as the DDO “at some point 
in relation to the report of the Pennsylvania crash.” 9/11 Commission staff members also held 
two interviews in May of 2004 with the assistant DDO, Commander Patrick Gardner, who was 
also present in the NMCC on 9/11. Gardner likewise said Leidig served as the Acting DDO. 
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In April of 2004, the 9/11 Commission staff also interviewed Brigadier General Winfield and 
apparently asked him several pertinent questions, including: 


e Actions taken by the NMCC between the second WTC strike at 9:03 and the Pentagon 
strike at 9:37 

e The NMCC’s awareness of Flight 93 

e = His interview with ABC News 

e Why there were no 9/11 entries in the “DDO Pass Down Log” 


Unfortunately, his interview memorandum was replaced with an “ACCESS RESTRICTED” 
withdrawal notice and a list of questions that he was asked in his interview. 


Finally, at the June 17, 2004 9/11 Commission hearing, Chairman Thomas Kean introduced 
Leidig to the public for the first time as having “served as deputy director of operations in the 
National Military Command Center on 9/11.” The same day Leidig provided a statement to the 
Commission, which read: 


“On 10 September 2001, Brigadier General Winfield, U. S. Army, asked that I stand a 
portion of his duty as Deputy Director for Operations, NMCC, on the following day. | 
agreed and relieved Brigadier General Winfield at 0830 on 11 September 2001.” 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” 

CNN, 9/4/2002, “The Pentagon Goes to War’: National Military Command Center” 
General Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of 
National Security,” pg. 151-152 

U.S. Military; JPAC (Joint POW/MIA Accounting Command) Website, 10/11/2004, 
“Brigadier General W. Montague ‘Que’ Winfield, Commander, JPAC” 

9/11 Commission, 7/21/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Orientation and Tour of 
the National Military Command Center (NMCC) and National Military Joint Intelligence 
Center (NMJIC)” 

9/11 Commission, 4/26/2004, “WITHDRAWL NOTICE; ACCESS RESTRICTED; General 
Winfield Interviews, Handwritten Notes” 

9/11 Commission, 4/29/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Captain Charles Joseph 
Leidig, U.S.N., Commandant of Midshipmen, U.S. Naval Academy” 

9/11 Commission, 5/5/2004 and 5/12/2004, Handwritten Notes of interview with 
Commander Patrick Gardner 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, “Statement of Capt. Charles J. Leidig, Jr., Commandant of 
Midshipmen United States Naval Academy before the National Commission on Terrorist 
Attacks upon the United States” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, “9/11 Commission Public Hearing” (transcript) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 37 
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CHAPTER 12 - GENERAL RICHARD MYERS 

Summary 

Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS) General Myers unequivocally claimed the 
month after 9/11 that he was away from the Pentagon and did not hear of the 2"? WTC impact 
until the Pentagon strike (Military-Myers), but then backpedaled and said he heard just after it 
happened (Myers, Com-Myers MFR, NBC-Myers). However, White House Terrorism advisor 
Richard Clarke (Clark), CJCS General Hugh Shelton (Shelton), and Army Secretary Thomas White 
(PBS-White) all said Myers was present at the Pentagon before and/or during the Pentagon 
strike. 


Myers also gave a highly detailed firsthand account of Brigadier General Winfield acting as the 
NMCC DDO and receiving presidential shoot down authorization via Vice President Cheney while 
tracking Flight 93 unmistakably before 10 AM (Myers) — all of which was corroborated by 
Winfield (ABC-Winfield) and Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz (PBS-Wolfowitz, 
Pentagon-Wolfowitz, NYT-Wolfowitz). However, Myers also absurdly told the 9/11 Commission 
that he didn’t arrive at the NMCC until after 10 AM (Com-Myers MER) and publicly endorsed its 
narrative that Winfield was not the DDO and the military never learned about Flight 93 pre- 
impact (Com-Myers Test). 


Sources: 

Armed Forces Radio and Television Services, 10/17/2001, “Interview: General Richard B. 
Myers” 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

General Hugh Shelton, 2009, “Without Hesitation: The Odyssey of an American Warrior,” 
pgs. 432-33 

New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

PBS Frontline, 10/26/2004, “Rumsfeld’s War” 

PBS News, 9/14/2001, “Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with PBS NewsHour” 
Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pgs. 3-5 
Senate Armed Services Committee, 9/13/2001, “U.S. Senator Carl Levin (D-MI) Holds 
Hearing On Nomination of General Richard Myers to be Chairman of The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff’ 

NBC News, 9/11/2002, “General Richard Myers Interview with Jim Miklaszewski” 

NBC Today Show, 3/12/2009, “An Insider’s Look at the Global War on Terror” 

Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of National 
Security,” pgs. 151-152 

9/11 Commission, 2/17/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of General 
Richard Myers” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 34, 38, 463 (Ch. 1 Footnote 
199, citing 2/17/2004 Myers interview) 


9/11 Commission Rejects Evidence General Richard Myers Joined White House Teleconference 
Early and Was Involved In Flight 93 Shootdown Prep; Myers Flip Flops to Point of Absurdity 
General Richard Myers was the acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during 9/11, filling in 
for General Hugh Shelton who was out of the country. During an October of 2001 interview with 
the Armed Forces Radio and Television Services, Myers claimed that he was in a meeting with 
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then-Senator and later 9/11 Commission Max Cleland from before the 2" WTC impact until just 
before the Pentagon impact at 9:37. He stated: 


“I was meeting with [Senator Cleland] in preparation for my hearing, my confirmation 
hearing to be the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff... Sometime during that office call 
the second tower was hit. Nobody informed us of that. But when we came out, that was 
obvious. Then right at that time somebody said the Pentagon has been hit... somebody 
handed me a cell phone, and it was General Eberhart... talking about what was 
happening and the actions he was going to take. We immediately, after talking to him, 
jumped in the car, ran back to the Pentagon.” 


Senator Cleland corroborated this statement just two days after the attacks during General 
Myers’ confirmation hearing. He stated: 


“General, it's a good thing that... we were meeting here and not us meeting in the 
Pentagon because about the time you and | were having our visit... at just about that 
very moment, the Pentagon was being hit.” 


However, the claim that nobody notified the acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during 
the entire time span from before the second WTC impact until just after the Pentagon impact 
was far-fetched since it was widely understood after the second impact that America was under 
attack. Therefore, General Myers later altered this narrative in three sources — a September 
2002 NBC interview, a February of 2004 9/11 Commission interview, and his and his 2009 
autobiography. 


In those sources, Myers said that shortly after the meeting began, a member of Senator 
Cleveland’s staff informed them that the second World Trade Center tower had been hit, so 
they immediately ended the meeting. Myers then briefly watched news coverage in Cleland’s 
outer office, then took a phone call from NORAD Commander General Ralph Eberhart, then took 
a phone call from his executive assistant who urged him to return to the Pentagon. As he left 
the Capitol and got into his car, someone told him the Pentagon had been hit. 


However, other sources of evidence contradicted this narrative. First, in his March of 2004 book, 
“Against All Enemies,” White House counterterrorism advisor Richard Clarke wrote that when 
he initiated the White House teleconference shortly after the second plane struck the World 
Trade Center, General Myers immediately joined from the Pentagon along with Defense 
Secretary Rumsfeld. Clarke stated: 


“As | entered the Video Center ... | could see people rushing into studios around the city: 
Donald Rumsfeld at Defense... [and] Air force four-star General Dick Myers was filling in 


for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs...” 


Clarke went on to record this highly specific exchange of words with Myers as having taken 
place at 9:28: 


Clarke: “JCS [Joint Chiefs of Staff], JCS. | assume NORAD has scrambled fighters and 
AWACS. How many? Where?” 
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Myers: “Not a pretty picture Dick. ... We are in the midst of Vigilant Warrior, a NORAD 
exercise, but ... Otis has launched two birds toward New York. Langley is trying to get 
two up now.” ... 


Clarke: “Okay, how long to CAP [Combat Air Patrol] over D.C.?”... 
Myers: “Fast as we can. Fifteen minutes?” 


The 9/11 Commission made no mention of Clarke’s account, did not seek to re-interview him 
when his book was released four months before its report was finished, and did not cite any 
transcript or recording of the teleconference. 


A second source of contradictory evidence is General Hugh Shelton, whom Myers was 
substituting for as the Head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 9/11 since Shelton was out of the 
country. In his 2009 book, Shelton described a phone conversation with General Myers while he 
was inside the Pentagon’s NMCC (National Military Command Center) when the Pentagon was 
attacked. The description is noteworthy for its highly specific and strange dialogue in which 
Myers initially mistook the Flight 77 impact for a hand grenade. Shelton wrote: 


“Meanwhile, Dick [Myers] was on the phone, and the first report was that a hand 
grenade had just gone off in the Pentagon parking lot. ...he was able to give me a 
complete status report from the NMCC (National Military Command Center). 


‘We’re still trying to determine what’s going on but the hallways here are filling up with 
smoke. That was no damn hand grenade in the parking lot.’ 


..At that point | heard some commotion in the background, then Dick was back online. 


‘Sorry, Chairman. Okay, we just got the word-the prior report was incorrect; it was not a 
hand grenade that exploded, it was another commercial airline that struck the 
Pentagon.” 


A third source of contradictory evidence is Thomas White, Secretary of the Army. In an interview 
with PBS Frontline that aired in October of 2004, White indicated that General Myers was at a 
breakfast meeting in the Pentagon when the first plane hit the World Trade Center, not in 
Senator Cleland’s office on Capitol Hill. White told PBS Frontline: 


“Don Rumsfeld had a breakfast, and virtually every one of the senior officials of the 
Department of Defense — service chiefs, secretary, deputy, everybody, chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff [General Myers]. And as that breakfast was breaking up, the first 
plane had hit the World Trade tower.” 


Regarding the timing of his arrival in the NMCC and who led the teleconference call there, 
Myers contradicted himself to the point of absurdity. According to his February of 2004 
interview memorandum, the 9/11 Commission staff informed him of its narrative that “there 
was no evidence NORAD was effectively tracking [Flight 93] inbound to Washington”. Myers 
accommodated beautifully, telling the staff that he did not arrive in the NMCC until around or 
after Flight 93 crashed. The memorandum stated: 
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“Myers estimated his arrival time at the NMCC to be around 1000 or 1010.” 


Myers then raised no objection when he testified at the June of 2004 public hearing where the 
9/11 Commission staff presented its narrative that the military never heard of the Flight 93 
hijack before it crashed and that Captain Charles Joseph Leidig led the NMCC teleconference. 


However, in his 2009 autobiography entitled, “Eyes on the Horizon,” (quoted at length by the 
NBC Today Show) Myers said he entered the NMCC shortly after the 9:37 Pentagon impact. 
Upon entering he observed Brigadier General Winfield leading a teleconference which included 
NORAD, the White House, and the FAA (implied, not stated outright). He also said he heard 
Winfield receive Presidential Bush’s shoot-down authorization via Vice President Cheney. And 
most importantly, he said all of this took place before he briefly walked out of the NMCC to 
Donald Rumsfeld’s office suite down the hall, at which point he saw the 9:59 South Tower 
collapse on CNN. 


Regarding his first entry into the NMCC, Myers stated: 


“People moved quickly through the smoky corridors toward the exits. Speakers in the 
ceiling blared repeatedly, ‘Evacuate the building! Evacuate the building!’ We ran against 
the flow of the crowd to the National Military Command Center... When we entered the 
Command Center, all the officers on duty were working calmly at their stations, despite... 
the fact that the Pentagon had just been struck...” 


Regarding the teleconference’s leadership and attendees, Myers stated: 


“Army Brig. Gen. Montague Winfield was the duty officer in charge of the center that 
morning... he was participating in a conference call linking the NMCC, North American 
Aerospace Command (NORAD), and the White House, which had been under way since 
just before we arrived at the Pentagon... General Winfield was doing a good job of 
managing the information flow and keeping the chain of command plugged in, linking 
the... relevant military and civilian organizations [such as the FAA].” 


Regarding Flight 93 and shoot down authority, Myers stated: 


“We learned that there was apparently a fourth hijacked aircraft, United Airlines Flight 
93 out of Newark, bound nonstop for San Francisco... A military aide in the White House 
relayed an important message. ‘NORAD estimates the aircraft is headed toward 
Washington,’ Winfield said. ‘Vice President Cheney has forwarded the President’s 
authorization to go Weapons Free if that plane is confirmed hijacked and threatens the 
White House or the Capitol.’ Weapons Free, | thought — permission to shoot down the 
hijacked plane.” 


Regarding his brief exit from the NMCC after all the aforementioned events, Myers stated: 


“..1 went to find Secretary Rumsfeld. As | left the Current Actions Center, CNN showed 
the south tower of the World Trade Center collapsing [at 9:59] in an avalanche of smoke 
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and debris... One of Rumsfeld’s aides told me he was ‘outside,’ helping with the 
wounded. | left word that | was returning to the NMCC.” 


Similarly, two days after 9/11, while under oath during his confirmation hearing as Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Myers stated: 


“...we had launched on the one that eventually crashed in Pennsylvania. | mean, we had 
gotten somebody close to it, as | recall.” 


Similarly, Deputy Secretary of Defense on 9/11 Paul Wolfowitz gave an April of 2002 interview 
with Dr. Alfred Goldberg and Dr. Rebecca Cameron, who were performing government-funded 
research for the Department of Defense’s 2007 publication Pentagon 9/11. During the 
interview, Wolfowitz stated: 


“We went into the NMCC, where... General Myers [was] ...We proceeded with discussions 
by secure video conference. One issue was what to do about the plane over 
Pennsylvania, getting orders to get fighters up to intercept it, and... getting approval 
from the President to shoot it down.” 


Correspondingly, three days after 9/11, Wolfowitz stated on PBS NewsHour with Jim Lehrer: 


“We responded awfully quickly ... and, in fact, we were already tracking in on that plane 
that crashed in Pennsylvania. | think it was the heroism of the passengers on board that 
brought it down. But the Air Force was in a position to do so if we had had to.” 


Also, the New York Times echoed the next day: 


“Paul Wolfowitz, the deputy defense secretary, said today that the Pentagon had been 
tracking that plane and could have shot it down if necessary; it crashed about 35 
minutes after the Pentagon crash.” 


Sources: 

Armed Forces Radio and Television Services, 10/17/2001, “Interview: General Richard B. 
Myers” 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

General Hugh Shelton, 2009, “Without Hesitation: The Odyssey of an American Warrior,” 
pgs. 432-33 

PBS Frontline, 10/26/2004, “Rumsfeld’s War” 

PBS News, 9/14/2001, “Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with PBS NewsHour” 
Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pgs. 3-5 
Senate Armed Services Committee, 9/13/2001, “U.S. Senator Carl Levin (D-MI) Holds 
Hearing On Nomination of General Richard Myers to be Chairman of The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff” 

NBC News, 9/11/2002, “General Richard Myers Interview with Jim Miklaszewski” 

NBC Today Show, 3/12/2009, “An Insider’s Look at the Global War on Terror” 

New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 
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Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of National 
Security,” pgs. 151-152 

U.S. Congress; Senate Armed Services Committee, 9/13/2001, “U.S. Senator Carl Levin 
(D-MI) Holds Hearing On Nomination of General Richard Myers to be Chairman of The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff” 

9/11 Commission, 2/17/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of General 
Richard Myers” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 34, 38, 463 (Ch. 1 Footnote 
199, citing 2/17/2004 Myers’ interview) 
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CHAPTER 13 - DEFENSE SECRETARY RUMSFELD 

Summary 

The 9/11 Commission accepted Defense Secretary Rumsfeld’s testimony that he chose not to 
report to the NMCC or coordinate a military response for nearly an hour and a half (Com- 
Rumsfeld Test, Com-pg. 38) after realizing America was under attack (CBS-Rumsfeld), despite 
knowing no fighter jets could be launched (New York Observer, Com-pg. 17-18) and no 
commercial airlines could be shot down without his approval (Com-pg. 17). Instead, he 
continued a routine briefing (Com-Rumsfeld Test, Com-pg. 37), resisted calls to action by his 
staff (Pentagon-V. Clarke), and jeopardized himself and the nation’s security apparatus by going 
out to the Pentagon crash site after the Flight 77 crash (Pentagon-Jester, NYT, Com-pg. 37). 


However, White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke (Clarke), Acting Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews (Naval Postgraduate School- Andrews), Deputy 
Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz (Pentagon-Wolfowitz), and Army Secretary Thomas White 
(PBS-White) all said Rumsfeld was engaged in the military’s response much earlier via a 
teleconference studio near his office and/or the NMCC. Clarke and Wolfowitz specifically said he 
was involved in tracking and preparing to shoot down Flight 93. 


Sources: 

CBS, 9/8/2002, “Face the Nation”, interview with Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld 
Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 7/2/2002, “Interview with Victoria 
Clark” 

Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 10/19/2001, “Interview with John 
Jester” 

Naval Post Graduate School Newsletter, Volume 1, Issue 10, September 2004, “Special 
Operations Policy Expert and Veteran Robert Andrews Gives Distinguished Visiting Guest 
Lectures at NPS” 

New York Observer, 6/21/2004, “9/11 Tapes Reveal Ground Personnel Muffled Attacks” 
New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

PBS Frontline, 10/26/2004, “Rumsfeld’s War” 

Richard Clarke, March 2004, “Against All Enemies” 

9/11 Commission, 3/23/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: Defense Secretary Donald 
Rumsfeld Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 17-18, 37-38 


9/11 Commission Rejects Evidence Rumsfeld Joined White House Teleconference Early and 
Was Involved In Flight 93 Shootdown Prep; Accepts Rumsfeld’s Self-Implicating Testimony 
That He Did Not Engage In Military Response for 1.5 Hours 

After the 2" plane hit the South Tower at 9:03 AM, it was generally understood by top military 
officials that America was under attack. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld told CBS’ Face the 
Nation: 


“When the second plane hit the World Trade Center, it became clear that it was more 
than an accident.” 
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At this moment, Rumsfeld’s role in coordinating a response was central. According to the New 
York Times (3/25/2007) and the 9/11 Commission Report, he and President Bush (who was out 
of state and did not have situational awareness) were the only individuals with “National 
Command Authority”. This meant only Rumsfeld and President Bush had authority to shoot 
down a civilian aircraft. Page 17 of the 9/11 Commission Report stated: 


“Prior to 9/11, it was understood that an order to shoot down a commercial aircraft 
would have to be issued by the National Command Authority (a phrase used to describe 
the president and secretary of defense).” 


Furthermore, as the New York Observer pointed out, about three months before 9/11, the Bush 
administration rescinded NORAD commanders’ decades-long unilateral authority to launch 
fighter jets when faced with an air-defense threat. Instead, the administration required that 
launching fighters first be approved by the Defense Secretary. The 9/11 Commission Report 
explained: 


“As they existed on 9/11, the protocols for the FAA to obtain military assistance from 
NORAD required multiple levels of notification and approval at the highest levels of 
government... FAA Headquarters in Washington... [would] contact the Pentagon’s 
National Military Command Center (NMCC)... to ask for a military escort... The NUCC 
would then seek approval from... the Secretary of Defense... If approval was given, the 
orders would then be transmitted down NORAD’s chain of command.” 


Nevertheless, fighters were scrambled in violation of these procedures (9/11 Commission 
Report pg. 29) when NORAD Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold told NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr just before the first WTC impact to “go ahead and scramble 
them, and we'll get authorities later.” 


According to the official 9/11 narrative, despite understanding that the nation was under attack 
and that he was the sole person in Washington with National Command Authority, Donald 
Rumsfeld did not report to the NMCC or make any attempt to coordinate a military response. 
Instead, he went ahead with his regularly scheduled daily intelligence briefing. Citing Rumsfeld’s 
testimony from March of 2004, the 9/11 Commission report stated on page 37: 


“The Secretary was informed of the second strike in New York during the [daily 
intelligence] briefing; he resumed the briefing while awaiting more information.” 


Victoria Clarke (Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs) and Larry Di Rita (Special 
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense) tried to persuade Rumsfeld to cancel his schedule so he 
could respond to the attacks, but Rumsfeld was unwilling. Clark stated in her interview: 


“[Larry Di Rita] and I went in to see the Secretary... we knew it was clearly a terrorist 
attack of some kind... we were saying, ‘..The command center is going to start getting 
spun up.’ He said something like, ‘Well, let's take a look at my schedule...’ Larry said, in 
effect, ‘Everything is coming off your schedule, this is your schedule today.’ ...[but] He 
said something about getting his CIA brief, which he gets every morning, and indicated 
he would see us in the command center a bit later.” 
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Over half an hour later, Rumsfeld’s briefing was still dragging on when Flight 77 slammed into 
the opposite side of the Pentagon at 9:37. However, rather than finally reporting to the NMCC, 
Rumsfeld then exited the building and walked to the crash site, theoretically endangering 
himself and further delaying America’s ability to respond to the threat. Once again citing 
Rumsfeld’s testimony, the 9/11 Commission Report stated: 


“After the Pentagon was struck, Secretary Rumsfeld went to the parking lot to assist 
with rescue efforts.” 


In so doing, Rumsfeld ignored opposition from his security detail. John Jester, chief of the 
Defense Protective Service, which is responsible for Pentagon Security, later stated in an 
interview: 


“The secretary went to the crash site, which he should not have done. One of my officers 
tried to stop him, and he just brushed him off. | told his staff that he should not have 
done that. He is in the national command authority...” 


While Rumsfeld was at the crash site, the Command Center was frantically trying to locate him. 
A senior White House official who was in the Command Center was later quoted in the New 
York Times (8/25/2007) as stating angrily: 


“What was Rumsfeld doing on 9/11? He deserted his post. He disappeared. The country 
was under attack. Where was the guy who controls America's defense? ...What if this 
had been the opening shot of a coordinated attack by a hostile power? Outrageous, to 
abandon your responsibilities and go off and do what you don't need to be doing...” 


Also per the New York Times (8/25/2007), when Rumsfeld finally re-entered the Pentagon 
around 10:00 A.M., despite anxious pleas from the military, he still did not go to the NMCC. 
Instead, he went to his office to where he had one or more phone calls. One was with President 
Bush, although neither man could later recall specifically what they talked about. After the 
call(s), Rumsfeld again did not go to the NMCC, but instead went to a private conference room 
with his senior staff. Finally, at almost 10:30, Rumsfeld entered the NMCC at began to gain 
situational awareness of the 9/11 terrorist attacks that had long since concluded. Rumsfeld told 
the 9/11 Commission: 


“I was back in the Pentagon... shortly before or after 10:00 a.m. On my return from the 
crash site and before going to the executive support center, | had one or more calls in my 
office, one of which was with the president.” 


The 9/11 Commission Report on page 38 stated: 


“At 9:44... [NMCC] staff reported that they were still trying to locate Secretary 
Rumsfeld... [who finally] joined... shortly before 10:30.” 


The 9/11 Commission staff in Staff Statement No. 17 (quoted by the New York Times 6/18/2004) 
stated: 
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“The president spoke to Secretary Rumsfeld briefly sometime after 10:00, but no one can 
recall any content beyond a general request to alert forces. The president and the 
secretary did not discuss the use of force against hijacked airliners in this conversation.” 


A book written by prolific political journalist/author Andrew Cockburn and quoted by the New 
York Times in March of 2007 stated: 


“Rumsfeld was back in the building by ten o'clock, but despite the anxious pleas from the 
military, he did not go to the command center. Instead, he headed for his office, where 
he spoke to President Bush, though afterward neither man could recall what they 
discussed. Next... he moved to... the Executive Support Center... right next door to the 
military command center.” 


“Waiting here was a small group... [Defense Under Secretary] Stephen Cambone... 
[Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense] Larry Di Rita... [Assistant Secretary of 
Defense for Public Affairs] Victoria (Torie) Clarke... After a brief discussion with this select 
group, Rumsfeld finally made his way to the military command center. It was almost 
10:30. Only then, as he later explained to the 9/11 Commission, did he begin to gain 
‘situational awareness’ of what was going on.” 


Nevertheless, Rumsfeld insisted his behavior should not have been construed as unusual or 
irresponsible. He testified to the 9/11 Commission: 


“The Department of Defense... did not have responsibility for the borders. It did not have 
responsibility for the airports... And the fact that | might not have known something 
ought not to be considered unusual. Our task was to be oriented out of this country...and 
to defend against attacks from abroad. And a civilian aircraft was a law enforcement 
matter to be handled by law enforcement authorities and aviation authorities. And that 
is the way our government was organized and arranged. So those questions you’re 
posing... ought to be asked of people who had the statutory responsibility for those 
things.” 


However, other authoritative sources gave entirely different accounts of Donald Rumsfeld’s 
whereabouts during the 9/11 attacks. In the early pages of his March of 2004 book, “Against All 
Enemies,” White House counterterrorism czar Richard Clarke wrote that Rumsfeld was present 
when he initiated the White House teleconference shortly after the second plane struck the 
World Trade Center. The 9/11 Commission Report said on page 36 that this teleconference 
started at 9:25, although Clark’s account seems to put earlier. Regardless, wrote: 


“As | entered the Video Center ... | could see people rushing into studios around the city: 
Donald Rumsfeld at Defense and George Tenet at CIA.” 


After the Pentagon was hit, Clarke wrote: 
“[I could] still see Rumsfeld on the screen... smoke was getting into the Pentagon secure 
teleconferencing studio... Franklin Miller urged [Rumsfeld] to helicopter to DOD’s 


alternate site... [to which Rumsfeld replied:] ‘1am too goddam old to go to an alternate 
site.’ ...[Instead] Rumsfeld moved to another studio in the Pentagon.” 
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The 9/11 Commission made no mention of Clarke’s account, did not seek to re-interview him 
when his book was released four months before its report was finished, and did not cite any 
transcript or recording of the teleconference. 


Another source is Robert Andrews, Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations 
on 9/11, whose account matches Clarke’s. In the September 2004 issue of the Naval Post 
Graduate School Newsletter, Clarke told his interviewer: 


“The moment I saw the second plane strike ‘live’, I knew Secretary Rumsfeld would need 
the most up-to-date information, and ran down to our counterterrorism center to get 
maps of New York and other data to take to him in the Executive Support Center. | was 
there in the Support Center with the Secretary when he was talking to (White House 
Counterterrorism Advisor Richard) Clarke on the White House video-teleconference, and 
to the President.” 


A third source is Paul Wolfowitz, Deputy Secretary of Defense on 9/11. In April of 2002, he gave 
an interview to Dr. Alfred Goldberg and Dr. Rebecca Cameron, who were performing 
government-funded research for the Department of Defense’s 2007 publication Pentagon 9/11. 
During the interview, Wolfowitz also said Rumsfeld left his office immediately after the second 
World Trade Center impact. He further said that he was only outside the Pentagon less than ten 
minutes after the Flight 77 impact, at which point he went to the NMCC and Donald Rumsfeld 
was already discussing what to do about Flight 93. He stated: 


“We [Donald Rumsfeld and I] had breakfast that morning with a group of congressmen... 
We saw the second tower hit, and Rumsfeld, for some reason, had the presence of mind 
to go out of his office... We went on with our meeting, and suddenly the whole Building 
shook [from the Pentagon attack]... [We went outside] away from the Building. Then | 
got word to come back in, which | was eager to do... it was less than ten minutes... We 
went into the NMCC, where the Secretary was... One issue was what to do about the 
plane over Pennsylvania, getting orders to get fighters up to intercept it, and the 
Secretary getting approval from the President to shoot it down.” 


However, General Myers contradicted Wolfowitz on the last point. He asserted that Rumsfeld 
was still not in the NMCC when the south tower of the World Trade Center collapsed at 9:59. In 
his 2009 memoir, Myers stated: 


“..1 went to find Secretary Rumsfeld. As | left the Current Actions Center, CNN showed 
the south tower of the World Trade Center collapsing [at 9:59] in an avalanche of smoke 
and debris... One of Rumsfeld’s aides told me he was ‘outside,’ helping with the 
wounded. | left word that | was returning to the NMCC.” 


In any event, the breakfast meeting Wolfowitz referenced appears to have been the same one 
attended by General Myers and spoken of by Army Secretary Thomas White in his October of 
2004 PBS Frontline. As a reminder, White stated: 


“Don Rumsfeld had a breakfast, and virtually every one of the senior officials of the 
Department of Defense — service chiefs, secretary, deputy, everybody, chairman of the 
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Joint Chiefs of Staff [General Myers]. And as that breakfast was breaking up, the first 
plane had hit the World Trade tower.” 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” 

ABC, 9/12/2002, “Secretary Rumsfeld Interview with John McWethy” 

Andrew Cockburn (political author, journalist, Harper’s Magazine Washington D.C. 
editor), 2007, “Rumsfeld: His Rise, Fall, and Catastrophic Legacy” (first chapter carried 
by the New York Times) 

CBS, 9/8/2002, “Face the Nation”, interview with Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld 
CNN, 8/17/2002, “America Remembers, Part 1” 

CNN, 9/4/2002, “The Pentagon Goes to War’: National Military Command Center” 
CNN, 3/23/2004, transcript: “Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, Myers Testify Before 9/11 
Commission” 

Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

FAA Regulations, Hijacked Aircraft, Order 7110.65M, para. 10-2-6 (2001) 

FAA Regulations, Special Military Operations, Requests for Service, Order 7610.4J, paras. 
7-1-1, 7-1-2 (2001); DOD memo, CICS instruction, “Aircraft Piracy (Hijacking) and 
Destruction of Derelict Airborne Objects,” June 1, 2001 

Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 7/2/2002, “Interview with Victoria 
Clark” 

Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 10/19/2001, “Interview with John 
Jester” 

Naval Post Graduate School Newsletter, Volume 1, Issue 10, September 2004, “Special 
Operations Policy Expert and Veteran Robert Andrews Gives Distinguished Visiting Guest 
Lectures at NPS” 

New York Observer, 6/21/04, “9/11 Tapes Reveal Ground Personnel Muffled Attacks” 
New York Times, 6/18/2004, “THREATS AND RESPONSES; Excerpts From Report on 
Orders to Shoot Down Planes on Sept. 11” 

New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfelad’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

New York Times, 8/25/2007, “The Secretary We Had” 

PBS Frontline, 10/26/2004, “Rumsfeld’s War” 

Richard Clarke, March 2004, “Against All Enemies” 

Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of National 
Security,” pgs. 151-152 

9/11 Commission, 3/23/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: Defense Secretary Donald 
Rumsfeld Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 17-20, 37-38, 44, 458 
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CHAPTER 14 - THE FAKE TRANSCRIPT 

Summary 

The 9/11 Commission asserted that the NMCC never engaged with either the FAA hijack net or 
White House teleconference, but rather initiated its own separate teleconference at 9:29 — 26 
minutes after knowing the nation was under attack (Com-pg. 36-37). The 9/11 Commission 
further asserted that the NMCC’s teleconference failed to bring in anyone with useful 
knowledge from the FAA during the attacks (Com-pg. 36-37). The transcript from this 
teleconference was cited as the key piece of evidence to support the 9/11 Commission’s 
narrative that the NMCC did not track or prepare to shoot down Flight 93 while it was still 
airborne and that Winfield, Myers, Rumsfeld, and Cheney never engaged with the military’s 
response to the 9/11 attacks before Flight 93 crashed (Pentagon, Com-pg. 36-37, 463 FN 194- 
196, 198, 200). However, this transcript was completely re-written by the offices of the Defense 
Secretary and the Joint Chiefs of Staff to make it “more accurate” than the original real-time 
recordings/transcript (Pentagon), which was never released to the public despite containing 
very little sensitive information that could easily have been redacted (NYT). 


Sources: 

Department of Defense, 9/11/2001, “Air Threat Conference and DDO Conference” 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, 10/20/2003, “Subject: 9-11 Air Threat 
Conference Call Transcription” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36-37, 463 (footnotes 194- 
196, 198, 200) 


Pentagon Belatedly Starts Its Own Teleconference, FAA Not Included Until Attack is Over; 
Pentagon Completely Rewrites Transcript to Make It “More Accurate” 

This chapter will address one of the main pieces of evidence that purports to support the 9/11 
Commission’s narrative that Brigadier General Winfield, General Richard Myers, Defense 
Secretary Rumsfeld, and Vice President Cheney (as we will see next chapter) did not enter or 
engage with the NMCC until around 10 AM or later and were not involved in timely efforts to 
shoot down Flight 93 before it crashed. This piece of evidence is the NMCC’s “significant event” 
teleconference transcript. 


As we have already seen, the 9/11 Commission Report claimed NMCC personnel were too busy 
with “other important tasks”, in the words of Major Charles Chambers, to join the FAA hijack net 
until 9:20 and they were too busy to pay any attention to it when they finally did join. They were 
also apparently too busy to join the White House teleconference, which logs said began at 9:25, 
but which Richard Clarke indicated he started closer to the second WTC impact at 9:03. So what 
were NMCC personnel so busy doing? The question remains unanswered to this day. The 9/11 
Commission report stated: 


“Inside the National Military Command Center, the deputy director for operations 


immediately thought the second strike [at 9:03] was a terrorist attack... [so he] called for 
an all-purpose ‘significant event’ conference. It began at 9:29...” 
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Why did the NMCC take 26 minutes in the midst of a massive terrorist attack to take any action 
whatsoever, albeit a misguided action of initiating its own teleconference instead of 
participating in the existing ones? 


Once the NMCC teleconference began, it was purportedly joined by NORAD and about ten 
minutes later the Presidential Emergency Operations Center (PEOC) at the White House. 
However, the NMCC did not bring in the FAA until well after the attacks were over, and whoever 
they did finally bring in had no decision-making power or familiarity with hijacks. The 9/11 
Commission report explained: 


“Operators worked feverishly to include the FAA, but they had equipment problems and 
difficulty finding secure phone numbers... The FAA representative who finally joined the 
call at 10:17 had no familiarity with or responsibility of hijackings, no access to decision 
makers, and none of the information available to senior FAA officials.” 


According to the publicly available transcript of this call (called “9-11 Air Threat Conference Call 
Transcription”, cited in Ch. 1 footnotes 194-196, 198, 200 on page 463), NORAD and the PEOC 
repeatedly asked the NMCC if the FAA was on the call, and the response always came back 
negative. Perhaps they should have just turned up the speakerphone volume on the FAA’s hijack 
net call so everyone could have heard their updates. At one point when the PEOC asked yet 
again if the FAA was on the call, the NMCC deputy director of operations replied: 


“No, we've been unable to get them. We have them on a separate line in NMCC.” 
Commissioner Bob Kerry heatedly and ridiculously attacked Monte Belger during his June 2004 
testimony for allowing an FAA representative with no familiarity with hijackings to finally join 
the NMCC teleconference. Belger replied that he had clue who the NMCC tried to contact and 
they should have been listening to the hijack net from the beginning. Here is part of that 
exchange: 

Kerry: “..the teleconference that NMCC initiated. How in God's name could you put 

somebody on the telephone who joined the call with no familiarity or responsibility for 

hijack situations, had no access to decision-makers, and had none of the information 
available to senior FAA officials at that time?” 

“What the hell is going on that you would do such a thing? ...who did that? Who put 

somebody on the phone that was not able to participate, was not able to tell, at a very 

late time, | must say, the military what was going on?” 

Belger: “I don't know, as I said, who the NMCC tried to call.” 

Kerry: “Why did you put somebody on the phone that knew nothing?” 

Belger: “I didn't put anybody on that phone.” 


Kerry: “Well, who did?” 
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Belger: “I don't know. That's what I said, sir. | will tell you, though... at 9:20, the NMCC 
was called. They were added to this open communication net. In my 30 years of history, 
there was always somebody listening to that net. Real-time information. That was the 
purpose of it.” 


Aside from all this, the October 2003 memorandum cover page for the public transcript of the 
NMMC conference call contained the following unbelievable statement: 


“The entire transcription was redone by USD(I) [Under Secretary of Defense for 
Intelligence] staff in conjunction with Joint Staff because there were many inaccuracies 
in the original.” 


The original NMCC transcript was transcribed from audiotapes that recorded everything as it 
happened in real-time! How can it possibly be the case the entirely rewritten version generated 
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Defense Secretary’s staff was more accurate? This bizarre 
claim defies credulity. 


Ten years after 9/11, the New York Times reported that both the audio recording and the 
original transcript of the NMCC teleconference were still classified despite containing only small 
portions of sensitive material that could easily have been redacted. The article stated: 


“The other still-secret recording [beside the Flight 93 cockpit recording] is of a high-level 
conference call that began at 9:28 and grew, over the course of the morning, to include 
senior figures like Mr. Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld and the vice 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Richard B. Myers... The 9/11 Commission was 
not permitted to keep a copy of it or of the transcript... and investigators were closely 
monitored when they listened to it... [9/11 Commission staff investigator, former Army 
Colonel Miles] Kara said he believed that the only truly sensitive material on the 
recordings were small portions that concerned the provisions being made to continue 
government operations if the attacks took out some national leadership or facilities.” 


Sources: 

Department of Defense, 9/11/2001, “Air Threat Conference and DDO Conference” 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, 10/20/2003, “Subject: 9-11 Air Threat 
Conference Call Transcription” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 36-37, 463 (footnotes 194- 
196, 198, 200) 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript (FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 
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CHAPTER 15 - VICE PRESIDENT CHENEY 

Summary 

(1) Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta said in testimony and media interviews that he 
observed Vice President Dick Cheney in the PEOC shortly after 9:20 being given intermittent 
real-time information about Flight 77’s location as it approached Washington D.C. At the same 
time, Mineta spoke on the phone with FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger, who 
corroborated the same locations. Cheney then confirmed an order he gave before Mineta 
entered the room. Mineta inferred this to be a shoot-down order (Com-Mineta MFR, ABC- 
Mineta, MSNBC-Mineta), while others alleged it was a stand-down order, as we will discuss 
shortly. The 9/11 Commission omitted Mineta’s testimony from its report and removed it from 
its archives (MSNBC-Ventura). 


Mineta’s timeline harmonized with numerous eyewitnesses and media reports which said that 
Cheney was evacuated from his office just after the second plane hit the World Trade Center at 
9:03 and/or arrived in the PEOC before Flight 77 hit the Pentagon at 9:37. Sources included the 
New York Times, Telegraph, President Bush’s personal secretary Ashley Estes (CBS-Estes), 
White House Photographer David Bohrer (ABC-Bohrer), White House advisor Karl Rove (NBC- 
Rove), and White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke (Clarke, ABC-Clark). 


(2) Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission said Cheney remained in his office until just before the 
Flight 77 impact and then sat on a bench in the tunnel leading to the PEOC talking on the phone 
with President Bush until nearly 10 AM (Com-pg. 39-40) despite the PEOC being equipped with 
all the latest communications technology for coordinating America’s defenses (NYT-Cheney). To 
support its narrative, the 9/11 Commission cited informal remarks by Bush, the Cheney’s, Rice, 
and classified Secret Service sources (Com-pg. 39-40, 463-464 FN 204, 208-210, 213). The 9/11 
Commission staff did not believe Cheney’s account but was pressured by the White House not 
to convey their skepticism (Newsweek). The Chairman acknowledged a lack of certainty and 
documentation to corroborate the 9/11 Commission’s narrative (CBC-Hamilton). 


(3) As we have already seen, numerous sources agreed that the FAA, the White House/Secret 
Service, and the military tracked Flight 77 in real-time during its approach to Washington D.C., 
which would logically have led to Cheney’s immediate evacuation to the PEOC by the Secret 
Service. However, the 9/11 Commission claimed the opposite, citing one interview with a low- 
level NMCC officer (Major Chambers) and one phone 10:34 phone call between a Washington 
controller and a NEADS technician that did not prove the 9/11 Commission’s narrative. 


We have also already seen that numerous sources agreed that the FAA, the White House/Secret 
Service, and the military tracked Flight 93 in real-time during its approach to Washington D.C. 
and that Cheney passed on timely presidential shoot-down authorization to one or more 
fighters which were in a position to shoot down Flight 93 just before it crashed. (Two additional 
media sources which reported timely shoot-down authorization include CNN and U.S. News and 
World Report.) 


However, the 9/11 Commission said the Secret Service did not become aware that Flight 93 was 
approaching Washington D.C. until about the time it crashed, citing alternative classified Secret 
Service sources and the NMCC teleconference “transcript” (Com-pg. 41. 464 FN 217). As we 
have seen, this “transcript” was completely rewritten by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
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Defense Secretary’s office to make it “more accurate” than the original real-time transcript, 
which remains classified. 


The 9/11 Commission also claimed Cheney did not receive presidential shoot-down 
authorization until he called Bush after entering the PEOC at 10 AM, despite there being no 
documentary evidence to confirm the existence of the call (Com-pg. 40-41, 464 FN 216). The 
9/11 Commission then ridiculously claimed Cheney mistakenly ordered the shoot-down of Flight 
93 about fifteen minutes after it crashed, while he, the Secret Service, the PEOC, the NMCC, and 
all parties on the NMCC teleconference somehow mistakenly believed they were tracking the 
location of Flight 93 in real-time as being first 60 miles then 80 miles from a NORAD fighter jet 
(Com-pg. 40-41). To support this sequence, the 9/11 Commission cited informal remarks by 
Bush, the Cheney’s, Scooter Libby, Ari Fleischer, and Josh Bolton. It also cited NMCC 
teleconference “transcript” (Com-pg. 464-465 FN 218-222). 


Citing an interview with an unknown, undocumented, non-credentialed individual named Tim 
Grovack, the 9/11 Commission dubiously speculated that the NMCC teleconference participants 
must have been watching a projection of where Flight 93 would have been having it not crashed 
instead of its actual radar return (Com-pg. 41, 464 FN 217). Like John and Charles Thomas (who 
purportedly reviewed all Flight 77 evidence,) Tim Grovack’s name is found nowhere in the 9/11 
Commission’s online MFR (Memoranda for the Record) archives (National Archives) or in its 
145-page “Finding Aid” which purports to list all interview subjects and materials (Com-Finding 
Aid). 


(4) Numerous notable individuals alleged that Cheney and/or the military may have deliberately 
stood down America’s defenses during the 9/11 attacks, echoing about 36 percent of Americans 
polled in 2006 (Associated Press, Washington Post, New York Post, San Francisco Chronicle). 
Several of those individuals were members of the “Consensus 9/11 Panel” — an organization 
whose indictments of official 9/11 narratives have been covered by numerous media outlets 
such as NBC News, New York Times, Washington Post, Guardian, Daily Mail, Telegraph, Los 
Angeles Times, San Francisco Chronicle, PR Newswire, and MarketWatch. The organization has 
analyzed a series of “Consensus 9/11 Points” upon which all members agree there are 
insurmountable inconsistencies between public domain evidence and current official narratives. 


Consensus 9/11 Panel members have included: 


e David Ray Griffin (Nobel Prize nominee, theology professor, author of numerous 9/11 
books) 

e Morgan Reynolds (Department of Labor Chief Economist under President George W. 
Bush) 

e Robert Bowman (directed the “Star Wars” missile defense program under Presidents 
Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter) 

e Steven Jones (BYU Physics Professor, Principal Researcher for US Department of 
Energy’s Division of Advanced Energy Projects 1982-1991) 

e Andreas von Buelow (German Parliament member, and Secretary of State for 
the German Ministry of Defense) (Consensus 9/11) 


Additionally, stand down allegations have been leveled by: 
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e Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under President Ronald Reagan, Senior 
Military Affairs Journalist at the Naval Postgraduate School, author of the famous 1989 
political exposé, October Surprise) (Honegger) 

e Michael Meacher (British Cabinet Member and perennial Parliament Member) 
(Guardian-Meacher) 

e Jesse Ventura (former Minnesota State Governor) (Ventura, MSNBC- Ventura) 


(5) Barbara Honegger (Honegger) and media reports by Washington Post, Time, and Telegraph 
asserted surface-to-air missiles were ready to shoot down airborne threats in Washington D.C., 
but the Defense Department (DOD) and White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clark (Com- 
Clarke Test) made statements to the contrary. President Bush’s location was repeatedly 
protected by surface-to-air missiles in the months leading up to 9/11, including in response to 
reports that Al Qaeda was planning to assassinate him and other world leaders using hijacked 
commercial airliners (CNN, Los Angeles Times, Sarasota Herald-Tribune). 


(1) Sources: 
ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings,” interviews of Secretary 


Mineta and White House Photographer David Bohrer 

ABC News, 9/14/2002, “Moment of Crisis (Part 2): Sept. 11 Scramble,” quoting White 
House Photographer David Bohrer 

ABC News, 11/29/2003, “Cheney Wields Unprecedented V.P. Power” (includes excerpt of 
Richard Clarke interview with Ted Koppel) 

CBS’ 60 Minutes II, 8/29/2002, “Interview with Ashley Estes” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Norman Mineta 9/11 Interview” by Robert Hager 

MSNBC, 3/8/2010, “Jesse Ventura Claims Gov’t Involved in 9/11” 

NBC News, 9/11/2002, “Karl Rove: 9/11 Interview” with Campbell Brown 

New York Times, 9/13/2001, “Inside the Bunker” 

Richard Clarke, 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” (pgs. 1-8) 

Telegraph, 12/16/2001, “Revealed: What Really Went on During Bush’s ‘Missing Hours’” 
9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing Transcript (Testimony of Transportation 
Secretary Norman Mineta) 


(2) Sources: 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 8/21/2006, “9/11: Truth, Lies and Conspiracy,” 


(interview of 9/11 Commission Chairman Lee Hamilton) 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

Newsweek, 2/26/2006, “The Shot Heard Round the World” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 39-40, 463-464 (FN 204, 
208-210, 213) 


(3) Sources: 
CNN, 9/4/2002, “‘The Pentagon Goes to War’: National Military Command Center” 


National Archives Website, “9/11 Commission Memoranda for the Record (MFRs)” 

U.S. News and World Report, 8/31/2003, “Pieces of the Puzzle — A Top-Secret Conference 
Call on September 11 Could Shed New Light on the Terrorist Attacks” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 40-41, 463-464 (FN 216- 
222) 
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9/11 Commission, undated, “The National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the 
United States; Finding Aid: Series Descriptions and Folder Title Lists” 


(4) Sources: 
Associated Press, 9/1/2006, “Religious Book Points 9/11 Finger at Bush” 


Barbara Honegger, 9/6/2006, “THE PENTAGON ATTACK PAPERS; Seven Hours in 
September: The Clock that Broke the Lie” 

Consensus 9/11 Website, 2021, “Panel Members” 

Consensus 9/11 Website, 2020, “Point MC-3: The Claim about the Time of Dick Cheney’s 
Entry into the White House Bunker” 

Daily Mail, 9/5/2006, “Fury as Academics Claim 9/11 was ‘Inside Job” 

Daily Mail, 2/9/2007, “An Explosion of Disbelief” 

Guardian, 9/6/2003, “This War on Terrorism is Bogus,” by Michael Meacher, British 
Parliament Member and Environment Minister (Cabinet Member) 1997 to 2003 
Guardian, 9/5/2006, “Who Really Blew Up the Twin Towers” 

Los Angeles Times, 8/28/2005, “Getting Agnostic About 9/11” 

MarketWatch, 6/5/2012, “Expert Panel Reports False Accounts of U.S. Political and 
Military Leaders on 9/11” 

MSNBC, 3/8/2010, “Jesse Ventura Claims Gov’t Involved in 9/11” 

NBC, 11/16/2005, “Questioning What Happened on 9/11” 

New York Post, 11/24/2001, “Blame U.S. for 9/11: ‘Plots’ Thicken in Shocking Poll” 
New York Times, 9/2/2006, “2 U.S. Reports Seek to Counter Conspiracy Theories About 
9/11” 

PR Newswire, 3/1/2006, “Experts Call for Release of 9/11 Evidence” 

PR Newswire, 5/6/2011, “Obama Says ‘Justice Has Been Done’: Bin Laden Scholar Says 
No” 

PR Newswire, 9/9/2011, “New Investigative Panel Releases 13 Consensus Statements of 
Evidence Opposing the Official Account of 9/11” 

San Francisco Chronicle, 9/3/2006, “The Conspiracy to Rewrite 9/11,” (opinion) 
Telegraph, 11/20/2003, “German Sept 11 Theory Stokes Anti-US Feeling” 

Washington Post, 9/8/2006, “The Disbelievers” 

Washington Post, 10/2/2010, “9/11 Conspiracy Theories Rife in Muslim World” 


(5) Sources: 
Barbara Honegger, 9/6/2006, “THE PENTAGON ATTACK PAPERS; Seven Hours in 


September: The Clock that Broke the Lie” 

CNN, 7/18/2001, “Genoa Braces for G8 Summit” 

Department of Defense, 2007 (completed; published 2013), “Pentagon 9/11,” pg. 152 
Los Angeles Times, 9/27/2001, “Italy Tells of Threat at Genoa Summit” 

Sarasota Herald-Tribune, 9/10/2002, “The Day Before Everything Changed, President 
Bush Touched Locals’ Lives” 

Telegraph, 9/16/2001, “Israeli Security Issued Urgent Warning to CIA of Large-Scale 
Terror Attacks” 

Washington Post, 12/12/1983, “Magazine Says White House Protected by Ground-to-Air 
Missiles” 

9/11 Commission, 3/24/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: Testimony of Former National 
Coordinator for Counterterrorism, National Security Council Richard A. Clarke 
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Extensive Evidence Says Cheney In PEOC Before 9:20; Gives Orders Concerning Flight 77 

As we learned previously, in testimony before the 9/11 Commission and in media interviews, 
Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta stated that Vice President Dick Cheney was already in 
the Presidential Emergency Operations Center (PEOC) when he arrived there at 9:20 and that 
Cheney was given continuous real-time information about Flight 77’s location as it approached 
Washington as Mineta simultaneously spoke on the phone with FAA deputy administrator 
Monte Belger, who corroborated the same location. 


When Flight 77 was just ten miles from the White House, Cheney angrily confirmed an order he 
had given concerning the plane before Mineta entered the room. Mineta inferred this was a 
shoot-down command, but never knew this with certainty. Here is part of Mineta’s exchange 
with the 9/11 Commissioners: 


Hamilton: “/ wanted to focus just amoment on the Presidential Emergency Operating 
Center... | think you were there with the vice president... | think it was by the president, 
that authorized the shooting down of commercial aircraft that were suspected to be 
controlled by terrorists, were you there when that order was given?” 


Mineta: “No, | was not. | was made aware of it during the time that the airplane coming 
into the Pentagon. There was a young man who had come in and said to the vice 
president, ‘The plane is 50 miles out. The plane is 30 miles out.’” 


“And when it got down to, ‘The plane is 10 miles out,’ the young man also said to the 
vice president, ‘Do the orders still stand?’ And the vice president turned and whipped his 
neck around and said, ‘Of course the orders still stand. Have you heard anything to the 
contrary?’ Well, at the time | didn't know what all that meant.” 


Hamilton: “The flight you're referring to is the...” 
Mineta: “The flight that came into the Pentagon.” 


Hamilton: “Let me see if | understand. The plane that was headed toward the Pentagon 
and was some miles away, there was an order to shoot that plane down.” 


Mineta: “Well, | don't know that specifically...” 


Roemer: “I want to follow up on what happened in the Presidential Emergency 
Operations Center... you had not been in the room when the decision was made — to 
what you inferred was a decision made to attempt to shoot down Flight 77 before it 
crashed into the Pentagon. Is that correct?” 


Mineta: “I didn't know about the order to shoot down. | arrived at the PEOC at about 
9:20 a.m.” 


Roemer: “So when you arrived at 9:20, how much longer was it before you overheard 


the conversation between the young man and the vice president saying, ‘Does the order 
still stand?” 
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Mineta: “Probably about five or six minutes.” 


Roemer: “So about 9:25 or 9:26. And your inference was that the vice president snapped 
his head around and said, ‘Yes, the order still stands.’ Why did you infer that that was a 
shoot-downP” 


Mineta: “Just by the nature of all the events going on that day, the scrambling of the 
aircraft and, | don't know...” 


Mineta told the same narrative and filled in more details in a 2002 MSNBC interview with Robert 
Hager. Here is part of that exchange: 


“So we went running down and went into the PEOC which is the bunker, as you know, 
under the White House... | started to establish a direct line to the FAA to find out what 
was going on, and the Vice President and I were across from each other on the 
conference room table in the PEOC... it was probably about 9:27... someone said, ‘Mr. 
Vice President, there's a plane 50-miles out.’ 


So I was talking to Monte Belger, the Deputy Director of the FAA, and I said, ‘Monte, 
what do you have 50-miles out?’ He said, ‘Well, we have a target, bogey, on the radar, 
but the transponder's been turned off, so we have no identification of this aircraft...’ So 
then someone came in, the same person came in and said, ‘Mr. Vice President... the 
plane’s 30-miles out.’ 


“And so then the person came in and said, ‘Mr. Vice President, the plane's ten miles 
out,’ and so I said, ‘Monte, where is it?’ and he said, ‘Well, I'm not really sure...’ And then 
pretty soon he said, ‘Oh-oh, we just lost the target.’ And so a few moments later, 
someone came in and said, ‘Mr. Vice President, there's been an explosion at the 
Pentagon.” 


Likewise, Mineta stated on an ABC News special in September of 2002: 


“Someone came in and said Mr. Vice President, there’s a plane out 50 miles. And so I 
said, Monty, what do you have? He said, well we're watching this target on the radar, 
but the transponder’s been turned off. So we, have no identification. Someone came in 
and said, Mr. Vice President, the airplane's 30 miles out. The fellow came in and said, it’s 
ten miles out... He said, uh-oh, we just lost the bogey, meaning the target went off the 
screen. So | said, well, where is it? And he said, well, we’re not really sure.” 


Mineta’s account of Cheney’s exchange with his aide, and its omission by the 9/11 Commission, 
was likewise reported by the Washington Post, BBC, MSNBC, and the St. Petersburg Times (now 
the Tampa Bay Times). Former Minnesota Governor Jesse Ventura pointed out to MSNBC that 
the 9/11 Commission went so far as to remove Mineta’s testimony from its video archives. 


Mineta’s timeline also harmonized with numerous eyewitnesses and media reports that Cheney 


was evacuated from his office just after the second plane hit the World Trade Center at 9:03 
and/or arrived in the PEOC before Flight 77 hit the Pentagon at 9:37. These reports were not 
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surprising since it was generally understood at that point that America was under attack and the 
Secret Service’s job was to protect the highest officials. Here are several examples. 


On September 13, 2001, the New York Times reported: 


“At 9:03 a.m. Tuesday, as Vice President Dick Cheney was staring at the TV screen, the 
second hijacked airliner exploded against the Twin Towers. At that moment his Secret 
Service detail grabbed him and hurried him down to ‘PEOC.’” 


In December of 2001, the Telegraph stated: 


“A squad of Secret Service agents stormed into the office of Vice President Dick Cheney... 
Cheney... was seized by the arms, legs and his belt and physically carried through 150 
yards of corridors, then taken by lift, down to the Presidential Emergency Operations 
Center...” 


In August of 2002, 60 Minutes II aired an interview of President Bush’s personal secretary Ashley 
Estes in which she said: 


“the second plane hit...at that point, | kind of looked out into a hallway and saw the 
Vice President with Secret Service... had kind of lifted him up, underneath his arms, and 
running with him.” 


In September 2002, ABC (Moments of Crisis) reported: 


“Just after 9 AM... two or three [secret service] agents came in and told [Cheney], ‘Sir, 
you have to come with us’, according to David Bohrer, a White House Photographer who 
was there... They took him into an underground bunker known as PEOC, the President’s 
Emergency Operations Center.” 


Also in September 2002, White House advisor Karl Rove told NBC News that when President 
Bush tried to call Cheney from Florida immediately after exiting the classroom (before 9:15), he 
couldn’t get through because Cheney was being transported to the PEOC. He stated: 


“When [the President] walked in [to the holding room next to the classroom]... He said, 
"We're at war. Give me the Vice President... but the Vice President... was being moved 
literally, grabbed by his belt, lifted off the floor and grabbed by a Secret Service agent 
and moved to the bunker because the plane was approaching the White House.” 


In the earliest pages of his 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” perennial (since the 1980s) White 
House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke wrote that just after the second plane hit the World 
Trade Center, he briefly talked to Cheney his office before seeing eight secret service agents in 
Cheney’s outer office “ready to move to the PEOC.” 


As we saw previously, Clarke’s book also implied that Cheney was in the PEOC when he sought 


shoot-down authorization before the Flight 77 impact and he stated this outright in a November 
of 2003 interview with Ted Koppel of ABC News. 
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Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings,” interview of Secretary 
Mineta 

ABC News, 9/14/2002, “Moment of Crisis (Part 2): Sept. 11 Scramble,” quoting White 
House Photographer David Bohrer 

ABC News, 11/29/2003, “Cheney Wields Unprecedented V.P. Power” (includes excerpt of 
Richard Clarke interview with Ted Koppel) 

BBC, 9/8/2002, “Clear the Skies” 

CBS’ 60 Minutes II, 8/29/2002, “Interview with Ashley Estes” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Norman Mineta 9/11 Interview” by Robert Hager 

MSNBC, 3/8/2010, “Jesse Ventura Claims Gov’t Involved in 9/11” 

NBC News, 9/11/2002, “Karl Rove: 9/11 Interview” with Campbell Brown 

New York Times, 9/13/2001, “Inside the Bunker” 

Richard Clarke, 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” (pgs. 1-2, 6-8) 

St. Petersburg Times (now the Tampa Bay Times), 7/4/2004, “Of Fact, Fiction: Bush on 
9/11” 

Telegraph, 12/16/2001, “Revealed: What Really Went on During Bush’s ‘Missing Hours’” 
Washington Post, 9/8/2006, “The Disbelievers” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Testimony of Transportation 
Secretary Norman Mineta) 


Commission Concludes 10 AM Arrival Despite Little Evidence and Distrust for Cheney 

As stated, the 9/11 Commission omitted Mineta’s testimony and all other early-arrival evidence 
in its final report. Instead, it said only that there was “conflicting evidence” about when Cheney 
arrived in the PEOC, but concluded it was probably about 9:58. The report stated on page 40: 


“There is conflicting evidence about when the Vice President arrived in the shelter 
conference room. We have concluded, from the available evidence, that the Vice 
President arrived in the room shortly before 10:00, perhaps at 9:58.” 


In support of this statement, Footnote 213 on pg. 464 cited several items: 


1) Bush and Cheney’s private, off-the-record, not-transcribed, not-under-oath, meeting 
with the commissioners on April 29, 2004. 

2) White House transcripts of media interviews with President Bush, Vice President 
Cheney, his wife Lynn Cheney, and National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice. 

3) Lynn Cheney’s personal notes. 

4) A Secret Service 9/11 timeline memo, which only specified Lynn’s White House arrival, 
not the Vice President’s PEOC arrival. 

5) A9/11 Commission staff interview with Secret Service agent Carl Truscott on April 15, 
2004 

6) The September 11, 2001 PEOC Shelter Log Book. 


Regarding number 5, Carl Truscott’s interview was replaced in the 9/11 Commission online 
archives with a “Withdrawal Notice” document citing “Restricted Access.” In fact, nearly all 
Secret Service-related original notes, timelines, and interviews cited by the 9/11 Commission 
(which are cataloged in the “Subject Files of Dana Hyde, 2002-2004” series of the National 
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Archives website) have been replaced with a “Withdrawal Notice” document citing “Restricted 
Access.” 


Regarding #6, private citizen Aidan Monaghan filed two FOIA requests (numbers 20080330 & 
20080331, also cited by the Chicago Sun-Times) for the public release of the White House PEOC 
logs from 9/11. The Department of Homeland Security replied: 


“A review of the Secret Service’s systems of records indicated that there are no records 
or documents pertaining to your requests in the Secret Service files.” 


So, from a public record perspective, the 9/11 Commission’s account depends entirely on 
informal remarks by Bush, the Cheney’s, and Rice. 


It is worth also noting that, according to Newsweek, none of the 9/11 Commission staff 
members who investigated Cheney’s actions believed his narrative, but they were overruled 
concerning the final report content due to influence from the White House. Newsweek stated: 


“..none of the staffers who worked on this aspect of the investigation believed Cheney's 
version of events. A draft of the report conveyed their skepticism. But when top White 
House officials, including chief of staff Andy Card and the then White House counsel 
Alberto Gonzales, reviewed the draft, they became extremely agitated. After a 
prolonged battle, the report was toned down.” 


Furthermore, 9/11 Commission Chairman Lee Hamilton had an interesting conversation with 
Canadian Broadcasting Corporation journalist Evan Solomon in which he said (perhaps 
pretentiously) he did not remember Secretary Mineta’s testimony. However, he then admitted 
that some of Cheney’s account could not be corroborated. Here is part of that exchange: 


CBC Journalist Evan Solomon: “Questions about foreknowledge, especially as to when 
Vice President Dick Cheney knew when he went down to the protective bunker... the 
Secretary of Transport Mineta testified in front of the Commission that he in fact talked 
to Dick Cheney at 9:20 am. Cheney claims he hadn’t been there... until close to 10 am. 
That was eventually omitted from the final report... Can you tell us a bit about what 
Secretary of Transport Mineta told the Commission about where Dick Cheney was prior 
to 10 am?” 


9/11 Commission Chairman Lee Hamilton: “I do not recall... we think that Vice President 
Cheney entered the bunker shortly before 10 o’clock. And there is a gap of several 
minutes there, where we do not really know what the Vice President really did. There is 
the famous phone call between the President and the Vice President. We could find no 
documentary evidence of that phone call.” 


Sources: 

Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 8/21/2006, “9/11: Truth, Lies and Conspiracy” 
Chicago Sun-Times, 8/22/2009, “The Deep State Does Not Respond to FOIA Requests” 
Department of Homeland Security, 5/2/2008, “File Numbers: 20080330 and 20080331” 
(letter to Aidan Monaghan by Craig W. Ulmer, Special Agent in Charge; Freedom of 
Information and Privacy Acts Officer) 
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Newsweek, 2/26/2006, “The Shot Heard Round the World” 

9/11 Commission, 4/15/2004, “WITHDRAWL NOTICE; ACCESS RESTRICTED; Carl Truscott 
USSS Interview, Handwritten Notes” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 40, 464 (FN 213) 


Commission Says Cheney Remained in Office, Lingered in Tunnel One Hour Before Entering 
PEOC 

One body of evidence indicated Cheney was evacuated to the PEOC shortly after the second 
WTC impact at 9:03. The 9/11 Commission said Cheney did not enter the PEOC until around 
9:58. So what did the 9/11 Commission say Cheney did from 9:03 to 9:58? It said he stayed in his 
office until 9:36 and then sat in the underground tunnel that leads to the PEOC on a long phone 
call with President Bush (pgs. 39-40). 


Correspondingly, Cheney told Tim Russert of “Meet the Press” five days after 9/11 that just after 
the 2™ impact, Condoleezza Rice, political adviser Mary Matalin, and his chief of staff Scooter 
Libby joined him in his office to discuss counter-terror measures. 


Next, according to the 9/11 Commission Report (citing the publicly available “President’s Daily 
Diary” from 9/11), around 9:15 Cheney was one of four people President Bush briefly spoke with 
on the phone from Florida. (The other three were National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice, 
New York Governor George Pataki, and FBI Director Robert Mueller.) However, White House 
Advisor Karl Rove was standing right beside Bush during those calls and he told NBC News in 
September 2002 that Bush only got through to Rice, Pataki, and Mueller, since Cheney was 
already in the PEOC. 


Next, the 9/11 Commission said the Secret Service evacuated Cheney from his office at 9:36 
after a tower supervisor at Reagan National Airport called the Secret Service at 9:33 and said 
“an aircraft [is] coming at you and not talking with us.” To support this sequence, the report 
cited a series of restricted access Secret Service sources in Footnotes 208 and 209 — a memo, a 
timeline, a briefing, and interviews. Of course, this narrative implies the White House/Secret 
Service was completely unaware of Flight 77 approaching Washington D.C. until 9:33. We will 
discuss this claim in more detail shortly. 


Next, instead of entering the PEOC, Cheney purportedly “paused in an area of the tunnel [which 
leads to the PEOC] that had a secure phone, a bench, and television” where he “saw television 
coverage of smoke coming from the Pentagon.” He also “asked to speak to the President, but it 
took time for the call to be connected.” To support this, in Footnote 210 the report cited a 
Cheney media interview and Bush and Cheney’s private, off-the-record, not-under-oath April 29, 
2004 meeting with the commissioners. 


This is a strange narrative because, as Cheney pointed out on “Meet the Press,” the PEOC was 
right down the corridor and brimming with communications technology which allowed decision- 
makers “to see all the stuff coming in, receive reports, and then make decisions in terms of 
acting with it.” So why spend about 20 valuable minutes in the middle of the attacks — from just 
after 9:36 until just before 9:58 — down the hall, particularly if it took so long to be connected? 


Sources: 
NBC News, 9/11/2002, “Karl Rove: 9/11 Interview” with Campbell Brown 
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New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 39-40, 463-464 (FN 204, 
208-210) 


Secret Service Receives Early Warning of Hijacked Airliner En Route to Washington; Numerous 
Sources Corroborate; Commission Denies Lest Cheney Remaining in Office Becomes 
Implausible 

As we saw previously, just after the second WTC impact at 9:03, the senior Secret Service agent 
in charge of coordinating the President’s movements, Nelson Garabito, established an open, 
direct line with his counterpart at the FAA headquarters in Washington, Terry Van Steenbergen, 
according to their interviews with the 9/11 Commission staff. 


The two immediately agreed that the White House needed protection and all incoming aircraft 
should be considered hostile and Steenbergen informed Garabito that two additional planes 
were considered potential hijacks (almost certainly referring to Flight 77 and 93) and one of 
them had already turned around and was heading toward Washington D.C. This could only refer 
to Flight 77. Steenbergen then had his subordinates immediately, successfully contact Langley 
and Andrews Air Force to request fighters be scrambled. Also, Garabito called down the PEOC 
and received presidential shoot-down authorization, which he passed to Steenbergen. Finally, 
the two tracked Flight 77’s real-time position during its final approach to Washington D.C. As a 
reminder here, are the key excerpts from their interview notes: 


Garabito Statement: “In EOC [Emergency Operations Center] for 9am meeting; second 
plane struck... Immediately called Terry Van Steenbergen at FAA - he said there were 4 
planes believed to be hijacked and 2 outstanding - believed to be traveling to DC. 
Nelson... contacted the PEOC and placed on speaker...” 


Garabito Interview Notes: “Recalls 3 separate groups of info reported by FAA prior to 
crash: (1) two unaccounted for planes, possibly hijacked, in addition to those that 
crashed into WTC; (2) one of the unaccounted planes was heading to DC (3) the 
unaccounted for airplane toward DC was 30 miles out and coming in fast and low.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “...Nelson Garabito of the Secret Service... was calling 
[Steenbergen] from the White House [Secret Service] JOC [Joint Operations Center]... 
within 30 seconds of the 2nd plane hitting the Trade Center... all inbound planes were 
considered hostile.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “/Steenbergen] had the three people in his office call over to 
Andrews, Langley... to see if they would launch some fighter pilots... Karen [Pontius] had 
worked at Andrews AFB, she made the call over there. Scott Hagen called his liaison at 
Langley AFB. [Steenbergen’s] staff had achieved what they were asked to do. He 
remembers he was confident that Langley was going to launch. This occurred before the 
plane crashed into the Pentagon.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “Steenbergen said we needed fighters airborne... National 


Command Authority needed to give access to shoot down an aircraft. He told Nelson 
that he needed to get that, if fighters were going to launch to fire... Two minutes after 
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Steenbergen suggested Garabito seek authorization to shoot, he responded that the Vice 
President had authorized the use of lethal force.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “/Steenbergen’s subordinate] Scott [Hagan] went into the TSD 
[Air Traffic Situation Display] room while Steenbergen stayed on the line with Garabito. 
Scott said he had AAL 77 spotted on the TSD [Air Traffic Situation Display]. According to 
Steenbergen, ‘Scott watched it come around the Potomac out the window.’ He was 
yelling out to Van Steenbergen where the thing was.” 


It is remarkable that the 9/11 Commission Report claimed the Vice President was not evacuated 
to the PEOC even after Garabito learned there were two hijacked planes believed to be heading 
toward Washington D.C. The explanation given was that this information was not passed on to 
the agents in charge of protecting Cheney. Footnote 208 stated: 


“Shortly after the second attack in New York, a senior Secret Service agent charged with 
coordinating the President's movements established an open line with his counterpart at 
the FAA, who soon told him that there were more planes unaccounted for — possibly 
hijacked — in addition to the two that had already crashed. Though the senior agent told 
someone to convey this information to the Secret Service’s operations center, it was 
either not passed on or was passed on but not disseminated; it failed to reach agents 
assigned to the Vice President, and the Vice President was not evacuated at that time.” 


The Secret Service’s failure to pass along a warning about two possibly hijacked airliners heading 
toward Washington D.C. shortly after two other hijacked airliners had struck the World Trade 
Center would be hard to accept even if that warning only came through one channel — 
Steenbergen and Garabito. However, this was not the case. As we saw previously, the FAA 
established the hijack net teleconference at 8:50, four minutes after the first WTC impact, which 
was certainly joined by the Secret Service and White House Situation Room before the NMCC 
joined belatedly at 9:20. As a reminder, here are several key statements we have seen regarding 
the hijack net and the White House/Secret Service’s involvement with it. 


FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Mike Weikert led the hijack net. His 9/11 Commission staff 
interview memorandum explained: 


“At 8:45 AM, he [Weikert] and his colleague... were paged simultaneously... He got an 
initial brief... He told [his colleague], ‘Let's open up the nets and fire up the command 
center.’” 


“He [Weikert] relied on the [hijack net] personnel to use a checklist to alert relevant 
parties to the primary net. FBI, State Department, White House situation room, DOD... 
There was some effort to get the military on one of the nets. It was an open question: 
‘Does anyone have contact with the military right now?’ It was Monte Belger that was 
framing the question at the time... Roughly 9:20 the [NMCC] line was activated.” 


Likewise, the staff interview memorandum for FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager 
(formerly FAA liaison to Air Force) Dan Noel’s stated: 


“the tactical [FAA hijack net] net was established at 8:50...” 
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During the May 23", 2003, 9/11 Commission public hearing when Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
read aloud an FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey and two “high level individuals at FAA, Mr. 
[Lynn] Asmus and Ms. [Linda] Schuessler.” Per Ben-Veniste, the document stated: 


“Within minutes after the first aircraft hit the World Trade Center, the FAA immediately 
established several phone bridges that included FAA field facilities, the FAA command 
center, FAA headquarters, DOD, the Secret Service and other government agencies. The 
U.S. Air Force liaison to the FAA immediately joined the FAA headquarters phone bridge 
and established contact with NORAD on a separate line.” 


Additionally, during his June of 2004 testimony, FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger 
explained: 


“The hijacking net is an open communication net run by the FAA hijack coordinator... for 
the purpose of getting the affected federal agencies together to hear information at the 
same time. That's the purpose of the hijack net... [T]he fundamental primary source of 
information between the FAA, DOD, FBI, Secret Service... [and] every other agenc[y] 
[and] the airlines... is the FAA hijack net...” 


Further, Vice President Cheney stated on NBC’s Meet the Press less than a week after 9/11 
(transcribed by the New York Times): 


“The Secret Service has an arrangement with the FAA. They had open lines after the 
World Trade Center was [hit].” 


Similarly, Secret Service agent Barbara Riggs during a 2006 interview at Cornell University 
stated: 


“Through monitoring radar and activating an open line with the FAA, the Secret Service 
was able to receive real time information about other hijacked aircraft. We were 
tracking two hijacked aircraft as they approached Washington, DC, and our assumption 
was that the White House was a target.” 


Also, Richard Clarke in his 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” said the Secret Service tracked 
Flight 77 as it approached Washington D.C. because they utilized “a system that allowed them to 
see what FAA’s radar was seeing.” 


As we have also seen previously, numerous credible sources corroborated the general 
usefulness of the FAA’s hijack net for providing timely information concerning Flights 77 and/or 
93 well before the 9:33 phone call from Reagan National Airport, which the 9/11 Commission 
claimed prompted Cheney’s evacuation from his office at 9:36. These sources included Garvey, 
Belger (firsthand witness), Weikert (firsthand witness), Asmus, Schuessler, Steenbergen 
(firsthand witness), FAA, NORAD, Eberhart, Scott, McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), Air 
Force, Marr (firsthand witness), Powell (firsthand witness), Winfield (firsthand witness), Myers 
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(firsthand witness), Wolfowitz (firsthand witness), Riggs (firsthand witness), Cheney, Mineta 
(firsthand witness), Garabito (firsthand witness), and Clarke (firsthand witness). 


However, the 9/11 Commission claimed no useful information regarding Flights 77 or 93 was 
ever shared over the FAA hijack net for the entirety of the attacks. To support this claim, the 
9/11 Commission cited one interview with a low-level NMCC officer, Major Charles Chambers, 
who by his own admission only monitored the call “periodically” despite it being the only, 
formal, required channel by which the FAA could obtain military assistance for over three 
decades (per Monte Belger’s June of 2004 testimony). 


Both Major Chambers and one or more FAA representatives told the 9/11 Commission staff that 
no transcript of the hijack net existed, but Transportation Department Inspector General 
Kenneth Mead told them it did exist (per the memorandum from the staff’s site visit to FAA 
headquarters) and was taken into the custody of the Justice Department and restricted from 
release to the public. FAA Administrator Monte Belger likewise told them he had received 
“prepared chronologies regarding the primary [hijack] net”, but was forbade by the Justice 
Department from publicizing them. Furthermore, when the 9/11 Commission (via Rutgers Law 
School and the New York Times) in 2011 selectively publicized numerous 9/11 audio clips and 
transcripts from the FAA/NORAD/FBI etc... it became evident that numerous entities that 
participated in the FAA hijack net recorded their communications. Therefore, the content of the 
FAA hijack net could have been largely or completed reconstructed from them. 


Supporting its claim for the 9:36 evacuation of Cheney, the 9/11 Commission Report on pg. 27 
quoted one 9:34 AM phone call exchange between a NEADS technician and a Washington air 
traffic controller about Flight 77 being “lost.” The 9/11 Commission pointed to this call as 
evidence that neither the military nor the White House Teleconference participants knew 
anything about Flight 77’s approach to Washington D.C. before it hit the Pentagon. However, 
this phone call by itself did not come close to debunking the numerous aforementioned 
FAA/military/White House/Secret Service entities which testified or reported their early 
awareness of Flight 77’s hijack and whereabouts. 


Sources: 

Cornell University, Spring 2006 Alumni Newsletter, “President’s Council of Cornell 
Women: Spotlight On: [Deputy Director of the Secret Service] Barbara Riggs” 

FAA, 9/11/2001, “Chronology ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001.” 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

New York Times, 9/7/2001, “The 9/11 Tapes: The Story in the Air” 

NORAD, 9/18/2001, “NORAD’s Response Times” 

Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies,” pgs. 1-7 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

U.S. Congress, 10/25/2001, “Senate Armed Services Committee Holds Hearing on Role of 
Defense Department in Homeland Security” (Transcript: NORAD’s Commander General 
Eberhart’s Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, 2/6/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: FAA OPS Center Visit” 
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9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 11th, 
2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing Transcript: Testimonies by NORAD Major 
General Larry Arnold, NORAD Colonel William Scott Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, 7/28/2003, “USSS Statement and Interview Reports,” (Nelson 
Garabito interview notes) 

9/11 Commission, 3/30/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Terry Van 
Steenbergen” 

9/11 Commission, 4/15/2004, “WITHDRAWL NOTICE; ACCESS RESTRICTED; Nelson 
Garabito USSS Interview, Handwritten Notes” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” (including handwritten notes) 

9/11 Commission, 4/28/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Emergency Operations Staff Manager] Dan Noel” 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with FAA 
Manager Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 27, 36, 39-40, 464 (FN 208) 


Commission Claims Cheney Gave Flight 93 Shoot Down Order After It had Already Crashed 

As stated, the 9/11 Commission said Cheney entered the PEOC around 9:58 after spending 
about 20 minutes in the hallway on the phone with Bush. Shortly after entering, he quickly 
called Bush again, at which the President purportedly “signed off” on fighter jets shooting down 
incoming commercial airliners that would not divert course. 


To support this claim, the Commission in Footnotes 213-215 cited a Cheney media interview, 
staff interviews with Condoleezza Rice and Cheney’s military aid Michael Cochrane, and Bush 
and Cheney’s private, off-the-record, not-under-oath, April 29, 2004 meeting with the 
Commissioners. However, the Commission added, citing Footnote 216, that “there [was] no 
documentary evidence for this call” found in sources such as the White House switchboard 
phone log or the PEOC Shelter Log. Michael Cochrane said this call occurred “just after” Cheney 
entered the PEOC; Rice estimated five minutes after. However, the 9/11 Commission claimed 
this call which it could find no documentary evidence of must have occurred 12-17 minutes after 
Cheney entered the PEOC! This claim was crucial to its narrative that Flight 93 was never close 
to being shot down, as we will see shortly. 


But first, it is worth reminding here that the 9/11 Commission’s narrative that Cheney did not 
receive shoot down authorization until around or after Flight 93 crashed at 10:03 is in direct 
contrast with numerous firsthand accounts. For example, Richard Clarke said in his book that he 
received presidential shoot-down authorization from Major Michael Fenzel who was with 
Cheney in the PEOC as Air Force One was getting ready to take off in Florida. (Air Force began 
being boarded between 9:42 and 9:45 and took off at 9:54, according to page 39 of the 9/11 
Commission Report.) Clarke then passed this on to Defense Secretary Rumsfeld, Deputy Defense 
Secretary Paul Wolfowitz, and acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard 
Myers. Clarke wrote: 
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“[Fenzel said:] ‘Air Force Once is getting ready to take off... Tell the Pentagon they have 
authority from the President to shoot down hostile aircraft, repeat, they have authority 
to shoot down hostile aircraft.’ ...| was amazed at the speed of the decisions coming 
from Cheney and, through him, from Bush... [Clark said to Rumsfeld, Wolfowitz, and 
Myers:] ‘DOD, DOD... the President has ordered the use of force against aircraft deemed 
to be hostile.’” 


Clarke related the same exchange in a 2003 interview with ABC News anchor Ted Koppel, 
although was less precise in his language. In that interview, he said he spoke to Cheney directly 
rather than speaking with Major Fenzel as an intermediary. Clarke stated: 


“I picked up the phone from the situation room and asked the vice president, ‘We have 
fighters aloft now. We need authority to shoot down hostile aircraft.’ And | thought that 
would take forever to get that authority... The vice president got on the phone to the 
president, got back to me, | would say within two minutes, and said, ‘Do it.” 


Similarly, page 68 the Air Force official 9/11 record quoted NEADS Commander Colonel Robert 
Marr as stating that his superior, NORAD Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold, 
received shoot down authority before Flight 93 began turning back toward Washington D.C. 
shortly after 9:30 (per the National Transportation Safety Board’s Flight 93 path study). Marr 
stated: 


“We don’t have fighters that way and we think [Flight 93 is] headed toward Detroit or 
Chicago. I’m thinking Chicago is the target and know that Selfridge Air National Guard 
Base (Mich.) had F-16s in the air. We contacted them so they could head off 93 at the 
pass. The idea is to get in there, close in on him and convince him to turn... As United 
Airlines Flight 93 was going out, we received clearance to kill if need be. In fact, Major 
General Arnold’s words almost verbatim were: ‘We will take lives in the air to save lives 
on the ground.” 


Plus, we have already seen that Brigadier General Montague Winfield and Acting Chairmen of 
Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers likewise shared public firsthand accounts of having received 
shoot-down authority from Cheney in the NMCC before the Flight 93 crash and nearly shooting 
it down. Brigadier General Winfield stated on a September 11, 2002 ABC News special: 


“We received the report from the FAA that Flight 93 had turned off its transponder, had 
turned, and was now heading towards Washington, DC. The decision was made to try to 
go intercept Flight 93. The Vice President briefed into the conference that the President 
had given us permission to shoot down innocent civilian aircraft that threatened 
Washington, DC. ...We started receiving reports from the fighters that were heading to, 
to intercept. The FAA kept us informed with their time estimates as the aircraft got 
closer and closer... the closure time came and went, and nothing had happened... 
everything was very tense in the NMCC. We had basically lost situational awareness of 
where this airplane was. It was about, you know, 10:03 that the fighters reported that 
Flight 93 had crashed.” 


Acting Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers in his 2009 book, stated: 


174 


“Army Brig. Gen. Montague Winfield was the duty officer in charge of the center that 
morning... he was participating in a conference call linking the NMCC, North American 
Aerospace Command (NORAD), and the White House... We learned that there was 
apparently a fourth hijacked aircraft, United Airlines 93... ‘NORAD estimates the aircraft 
is headed toward Washington,’ Winfield said. ‘Vice President Cheney has forwarded the 
President’s authorization to go Weapons Free [permission to shoot down] if that plane is 
confirmed hijacked and threatens the White House or the Capitol.’” 


A near shoot-down of Flight 93 was discussed by firsthand witness Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Paul Wolfowitz on PBS NewsHour and it was reported by media outlets such as the Associated 
Press (citing eyewitness testimony by a New Hampshire flight controller), CBS News, and the 
Washington Post. Cleveland air traffic controllers might have served as additional eyewitnesses 
had they not been gagged by the authorities, according to the Independent. 


Additional media outlets likewise reported that Cheney received shoot-down authorization 
shortly after the Flight 77 impact. For example, CNN’s Pentagon correspondent Barbara Starr 
stated in September of 2002: 


“It is now 9:40, and one very big problem is out there: United Airlines Flight 93 has 
turned off its transponder. Officials believe it is headed for Washington, D.C. ...Ona 
secure phone line, Vice President Cheney tells the military it has permission to shoot 
down any airliners threatening Washington.” 


Likewise, U.S. News and World Report stated in August of 2003: 


“[Regarding] President Bush’s unprecedented order to shoot down any hijacked civilian 
airplane... Pentagon sources say Bush communicated the order to Cheney almost 
immediately after Flight 77 hit the Pentagon...” 


Now let’s return to the 9/11 Commission’s narrative. The Report claimed that at 10:02 the 
Secret Service for the first time began receiving information from the FAA that Flight 93 was 
heading toward Washington. This was despite accounts from numerous sources that the White 
House/Secret Service was warned of Flight 93 long prior, including Garvey, Belger (firsthand 
witness), Weikert (firsthand witness), Asmus, Schuessler, Steenbergen (firsthand witness), FAA, 
NORAD, Eberhart, Scott, McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), Air Force, Marr (firsthand 
witness), Powell (firsthand witness), Winfield (firsthand witness), Myers (firsthand witness), 
Wolfowitz (firsthand witness), Riggs (firsthand witness), Cheney, Mineta (firsthand witness), 
Garabito (firsthand witness), and Clarke (firsthand witness). 


To support its 10:02 alert claim, the Commission cited in Footnote 217 a restricted access Secret 
Service record, timeline, and interview. And it cited the transcript of the NMCC’s “significant 
event” teleconference. As we saw previously, the NMCC foolishly initiated this teleconference at 
9:29 rather than participating in the pre-existing FAA hijack net or the White House 
teleconference. Furthermore, this transcript was not really a transcript at all. The October 2003 
memorandum cover page for this “transcript” contained the following caveat: 
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“The entire transcription was redone by USD(I) [Under Secretary of Defense for 
Intelligence] staff in conjunction with Joint Staff because there were many inaccuracies 
in the original.” 


The original NMCC transcript was transcribed from audiotapes that recorded everything as it 
happened in real-time. So how can it possibly be the case the entirely rewritten version 
generated by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Defense Secretary’s staff was more accurate? This 
bizarre claim defies credulity. Ten years after 9/11, the New York Times reported that both the 
audio recording and the original transcript of the NMCC were still classified despite containing 
only small portions of sensitive material that could easily have been redacted. 


Moving on, as stated the 9/11 Commission claimed the undocumented Bush-Cheney PEOC 
phone call happened 12-17 minutes after Cheney entered the PEOC (in contrast to the accounts 
of Condoleezza Rice and Michael Cochrane.) This point was crucial to its narrative that Flight 93 
was never close to being shot down. The 9/11 Commission then said an aide told Cheney that a 
fighter jet was first 80 miles then 60 miles from Flight 93 — not realizing that it had already 
crashed at 10:03. After the “80 miles out” announcement, Cheney authorized fighter aircraft to 
“engage” Flight 93, and then called Bush on Air Force One between 10:18 and 10:20 to confirm 
that Bush wanted to shoot it down. After the “60 miles out” announcement, the aide again 
asked for authorization for the fighters to engage, which Cheney repeated. To support this 
narrative, the 9/11 Commission cited in footnotes 218-223 (pgs. 464-465) informal remarks by 
Bush, the Cheney’s, Scooter Libby, Ari Fleischer, and Josh Bolton. It also cited the NMCC 
teleconference “transcript.” 


As we Saw earlier, this same exchange was reported by the Washington Post four months after 
9/11, although the article put it shortly after 9:55. The article stated: 


“9:55 a.m... Once airborne, Bush spoke again to Cheney, who... recommended that Bush 
authorize the military to shoot down... civilian airliners... In the White House bunker, a 
military aide approached the vice president. ‘There is a plane 80 miles out,’ he said. 
‘There is a fighter in the area. Should we engage?’ ‘Yes,’ Cheney replied without 
hesitation... The plane was now 60 miles out. ‘Should we engage?’ Cheney was asked. 
‘Yes,’ he replied again. As the plane came closer, the aide repeated the question. Does 
the order still stand? ‘Of course it does,’ Cheney snapped... It took the Pentagon almost 
two hours to confirm that the plane had not been shot down, an enormous relief.” 


A glaring question that arises from the 9/11 Commission’s narrative is how the FAA and Secret 
Service could have been tracking Flight 93 as being first 80 then 60 miles from NORAD’s fighter 
jets long after Flight 93 had already crashed? The 9/11 Commission speculated: 


“The FAA may have been tracking the progress of United 93 ona display that showed its 
projected path to Washington, not its actual radar return.” 


To support this dubious claim, the Commission cited in Footnote 217 an interview with someone 
named Tim Grovack. No title or credentials were given. The name Tim Grovack does not appear 
anywhere in the 9/11 Commission’s Memoranda for the Record (MFRs) online archives, nor is it 
listed anywhere on the 9/11 Commission’s official 145-page “Finding Aid” which purports to list 
all interviews that were conducted. 
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Steenbergen” 
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Manager Michael Weikert” 
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Allegations of a Cheney Stand Down Order 

Some have argued that what Transportation Secretary Mineta heard around 9:25 was not a 
shoot-down order, but a stand-down order, either to fighter jets or to surface-to-air missiles. 
One such organization called the “Consensus 9/11” and its members have been occasionally 
covered by numerous media outlets (NBC News, New York Times, Washington Post, Guardian, 
Telegraph, Los Angeles Times, San Francisco Chronicle, PR Newswire, MarketWatch, etc...). 


The Consensus 9/11 organization has included members such as: 


e David Ray Griffin (Nobel Prize nominee, theology professor, author of numerous books 
on 9/11) 

e Morgan Reynolds (Department of Labor Chief Economist under President George W. 
Bush) 

e Robert Bowman (directed the “Star Wars” missile defense program under Presidents 
Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter) 

e Steven Jones (BYU Physics Professor, Principal Researcher for US Department of 
Energy’s Division of Advanced Energy Projects 1982-1991) 

e Andreas von Buelow (German Parliament member, and Secretary of State for 
the German Ministry of Defense) 


The organization further includes about two dozen other government officials, journalists, 
scientists, and researchers who are purported to be experts of 9/11 history. The organization’s 
website dives into a series of “Consensus 9/11 Points” upon which all members agree there are 
insurmountable inconsistencies between public domain evidence and the current official 
narrative. The organization argued on its website that Cheney's reply to the young man “can 
most naturally be understood as Cheney’s confirmation of a stand-down order.” 


Similarly, in 2006 Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under President Ronald 
Reagan, Senior Military Affairs Journalist at the Naval Postgraduate School, author of the famous 
1989 political exposé, October Surprise) alleged: 


“It is significant that the 9/11 Commission Report ignores the testimony of Secretary of 
Transportation Norman Mineta to its own commission and did this only for the 
testimony of Secretary Mineta. The clear reason for this blatant and targeted censorship 
is that Mineta’s eyewitness testimony is extremely dangerous to the official cover story.” 
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“The portion of Mineta’s testimony that is particularly dangerous is his claim that Vice 
President Cheney, in charge in the Presidential Emergency Operations Center (PEOC) 
beneath the White House since before Mineta arrived in the PEOC at 9:20, insisted to an 
incredulous ‘young man’ that ‘the orders (given earlier by Cheney to this same 
individual) still stand’ when the man told Cheney that the presumed plane they had been 
tracking as a blip on a screen was 50, then 30, and finally just 10 miles from Washington 
— orders which could only have been not to shoot down the plane. Otherwise there 
would have been no reason for the agent to ask Cheney if they ‘still’ stood, despite the 
plane’s being almost upon the capital where Cheney himself was.” 


Also, in September of 2003, British Cabinet Member and perennial Parliament Member Michael 
Meacher wrote for the Guardian: 


“Not a single fighter plane was scrambled to investigate from the US Andrews airforce 
base, just 10 miles from Washington DC, until after the third plane had hit the Pentagon 
at 9.38 am. Why not?” 


“There were standard FAA intercept procedures for hijacked aircraft before 9/11. 
Between September 2000 and June 2001 the US military launched fighter aircraft on 67 
occasions to chase suspicious aircraft. It is a US legal requirement that once an aircraft 
has moved significantly off its flight plan, fighter planes are sent up to investigate.” 


“Was this inaction simply the result of key people disregarding, or being ignorant of, the 
evidence? Or could US air security operations have been deliberately stood down on 
September 11? If so, why, and on whose authority?” 


Further, MSNBC quoted former Minnesota Governor Jesse Ventura as writing: 


“Charles Lewis... deputy inspector for the city of LA... remembers: ‘The first thing | 
noticed was that the guards — and that day they were the LA World Airport Police and 
the FBI — were very upset and agitated because apparently no one [from FAA] had 
notified NORAD [North American Aerospace Defense Command]. They were making calls 
and demanding to know why not. Eventually word came back that NORAD had indeed 
been notified, but they had been ordered to stand down.” 


“The stand-down order that Charles Lewis heard about was confirmed by none other 
than Norman Mineta, transportation secretary at the time. According to the 9/11 
Commission, Cheney didn’t arrive underground at the PEOC (Presidential Emergency 
Operations Center) until almost 10 AM. Mineta, however, said the Vice President was 
already down there when he arrived at about 9:20 AM. Richard Clarke and Cheney’s 
photographer indicated the same thing. That was before the Pentagon had been hit, and 
Mineta recalled a young man coming into the PEOC three times to tell Cheney how far 
out the plane was from Washington. After the third report, according to Mineta, the 
young fellow asked, ‘Do the orders still stand?’ and Cheney responded, ‘Of course the 
orders still stand. Have you heard anything to the contrary?’ The 9/11 Commission chose 
to ignore Mineta’s testimony and went so far as to remove it from the video archive.” 
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“Instead, they had Cheney ordering, almost 45 minutes later than Mineta said, the 
inbound aircraft be shot down. Except, by then, all four planes had already gone down. 
That was cover-up number one by the 9/11 Commission... | tried to talk to someone from 
the 9/11 Commission, but got turned down multiple times. They simply said, we stand by 
our report.” 


Also, a 2006 Ohio University and Scripps Howard News Service poll cited by the Associated 
Press, Washington Post, New York Post, and San Francisco Chronicle pointed out that 36 percent 
of Americans thought that U.S. officials “either assisted in the 9/ 11 attacks or took no action to 
stop the attacks.” 


Finally, regarding claims that not only Cheney, but also Bush, Rumsfeld, Myers, and Winfield 
were not engaged in any timely military response, the Wall Street Journal’s MarketWatch 
reported on the Consensus 9/11 panel’s position in the following way: 


“New evidence shows that the September 11th activities of former President George W. 
Bush, Vice President Dick Cheney, and Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld were falsely 
reported by official sources. The 20-member Consensus 9/11 Panel analyzed evidence 
from press reports, FOIA requests, and archived 9/11 Commission file documents to 
produce eight new studies, released today.” 


“Official sources claimed neither Bush, Cheney, Rumsfeld, Joint Chiefs of Staff Acting 
Chairman General Richard Myers (filling in for General Hugh Shelton), nor war-room 
chief General Montague Winfield were available to take command until well after the 
Pentagon was struck about 9:37. Yet emerging documents and memoirs show that top 
leaders were engaged earlier...” 
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PR Newswire, 5/6/2011, “Obama Says ‘Justice Has Been Done’: Bin Laden Scholar Says 
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PR Newswire, 9/9/2011, “New Investigative Panel Releases 13 Consensus Statements of 
Evidence Opposing the Official Account of 9/11” 
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Accounts Disagree Over Whether White House Protected by Anti-Aircraft Missiles 

In December of 1983, the Washington Post, citing an article by Time Magazine, reported that 
the White House was protected at all times by ground-to-air missiles and that security personnel 
monitoring planes arriving at or departing from National Airport would have less than one 
minute to fire said missiles if a plane suddenly changed course and targeted the White House. 
The article stated: 


“A cache of ground-to-air missiles intended for use in protecting the president against a 
surprise attack from the air is hidden near the White House, according to a report 
published this week in Time magazine. The report... says that security officers... monitor 
all aircraft using National Airport and that they have less than a minute to decide 
whether to fire the missiles if any plane deviates suspiciously from an established flight 
pattern.” 


Similarly, the Telegraph reported just five days after 9/11 that the Secret Service is “believed to 
have a battery of ground-to-air Stinger missiles” ready to defend the White House. 


However, seven months after 9/11, in a case of apparent amnesia, the Washington Post 
reported that the notion of missiles protecting the White House was an “urban legend.” The 
article cited anonymous sources who argued the tradeoff of being able to shoot down a plane 
approaching the White House was not worth the resulting spread of fuel and debris. It stated: 


“There has long been an urban legend that Stinger missiles are mounted on the White 
House roof, but sources said that has never been true. Shooting down a plane 
approaching the White House would only scatter burning fuel and wreckage over the 
District.” 


However, this statement could also have been a straw man. First, the 1983 reports said nothing 
about missiles on the roof of the White House — they only said somewhere “near” the White 
House. Secondly, such missiles would not only serve as protection from aircraft, but against 
other missiles and any other type of conceivable air threat. 


In any event, awareness of the need to protect the President in this manner was also present in 
the days leading up to 9/11. For example, according to CNN and the Los Angeles Times, during 
the July 2001 G8 summit in Genoa, Italy, anti-aircraft guns were stationed at the airport and 
President Bush stayed overnight in a U.S. aircraft carrier after officials were warned that Islamic 
terrorists might attempt to kill Bush and other world leaders by crashing a hijacked airliner into 
the meeting location. Similarly, the Sarasota Herald-Tribune (regional newspaper where 
President Bush stayed the night before the 9/11 attacks) reported in September of 2002 that the 
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Secret Service had installed surface-to-air missiles on the roof of the resort where President 
Bush was staying. 


Similarly, Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under President Ronald Reagan, Senior 
Military Affairs Journalist at the Naval Postgraduate School, author of the famous 1989 political 
exposé, October Surprise) wrote in 2006 that the Pentagon was likewise protected by “anti- 
aircraft missile batteries.” 


On the other hand, White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clark testified before the 9/11 
Commission in March of 2004 that there were no permanent anti-aircraft weapons protected 
Washington D.C., to his chagrin. He stated: 


“We then tried to institutionalize [an air defense system] for Washington, to protect the 
Capitol and the White House... It would have involved missiles, anti-aircraft guns... Secret 
Service developed all the plans for that... [and] was a big advocate for it. But they were 
unable to get the Treasury Department... to approve it, and I was unable to get the 
Office of Management and Budget to fund it.” 


Similarly, the Wall Street said of Clark’s book released the same month: 


“..l[a] book by... Richard Clarke...[says] in the late 1990s [the Clinton administration] 
failed to push through a proposal to extend... [airborne threat] permanent protection of 
the skies over Washington... because federal agencies whose cooperation was needed 
balked.” 


It is curious at Clarke did not comment to the 9/11 Commission on prior media reports, such as 
the aforementioned 1983 Washington Post and Time articles, that anti-aircraft missiles had 
indeed been protecting the nation’s capital for over twenty years. 


In any event, in 2007, the Defense Department completed the book, “Pentagon 9/11,” which 
was eventually published in 2013. The project was initiated and overseen by the Defense 
Secretary’s office (the same entity which completely rewrote the real-time NMMC 
teleconference transcript to make it “more accurate”). The preface described the book this way: 


“The OSD [Office of the Secretary of Defense] Historical Office initiated the project... 
more than 1,300 people... participated in oral history interviews... this account 
represents the most comprehensive effort to date to capture what occurred at the 
Pentagon on 9/11.” 

On page 152, the book asserted: 


“The Pentagon did not have an antiaircraft system on the roof of the building or the 
grounds.” 


On the other hand, recall the statement we saw earlier from Secret Service agent Barbara Riggs 
when she spoke to Cornell University: 
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“We were tracking two hijacked aircraft as they approached Washington, DC, and our 
assumption was that the White House was a target. While the White House was 
evacuated, the Secret Service prepared to defend the facility.” 


Riggs’ statement indicates that the Secret Service was prepared to defend the White House 
before the Flight 77 Pentagon impact. Since there were reportedly no fighter jets in the vicinity 
to make such a defense, this statement could be interpreted to refer to surface-to-air missiles 
near the White House, such as those reported by the Washington Post and Time in 1983. 
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CHAPTER 16 - THE INSPECTORS GENERAL 

Summary 

NORAD and the FAA withheld real-time audio recordings and transcripts of their responses to 
the 9/11 attacks until they were forced under subpoena to release them to the 9/11 
Commission in late 2003 (Kean and Hamilton, WAPO, NYT). Upon receipt, the 9/11 Commission 
claimed the tapes proved that the FAA never alerted the military to the Flight 175, 77, and 93 
hijacks before they crashed (Com-pg. 21), despite years of official NORAD/FAA chronologies, 
media statements, and official testimony to the contrary, as we have already seen, or will soon 
see in the case of Flight 175. 


9/11 Commission Chairmen Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton, other Commissioners such as Bob 
Kerry, and senior counsel/lead investigator John Farmer (former New Jersey Attorney General, 
Rutgers Law School Dean) made numerous public statements lambasting NORAD and FAA for 
collaborating to advance lies for years (Shenon, Farmer, Vanity Fair-Farmer, WAPO-Farmer, 
Kean/Hamilton, WAPO-Kean), Com-Farmer Test, Com-Zelikow Test). Strangely, the 
Commission chose not to pursue criminal charges against the officials they said lied and/or 
falsified official records, eliciting sharp criticism in the media (CNN x2). However, this choice was 
critical in maintaining the 9/11 Commission’s narrative since contradictory evidence would likely 
have been forced into the public domain when the accused NORAD/FAA officials filed for 
discovery, as we will see momentarily. 


The 9/11 Commission eventually publicized all the recordings/transcripts that supported its 
narrative via Rutgers Law School (of which 9/11 Commission Lead Investigator John Farmer was 
the Dean) (Rutgers, NYT). As a reminder (and preview of Flight 175), these include: 


e The 9:03 call between NEADS and the New York Center as the military’s first notification 
of Flight 175 

e The 9:34 call between NEADS and the Washington Center as the first notification that 
Flight 77 was lost, not hijacked 

e The 9:21 call between NEADS and the Boston Center’s military liaison concerning 
phantom Flight 11 and a subsequent exchange between NEADS personnel as 
precipitating the Langley scramble 

e The 10:07 call between NEADS and the Cleveland Center’s military liaison as the 
military’s first notification of Flight 93 


However, the 9/11 Commission omitted all recordings/transcripts that reportedly would have 
debunked its narrative. As a reminder (and preview of Flight 175), these include: 


e Communications by gagged Boston Flight controllers and NEADS’ Master Sergeant 
Maureen Dooley’s team in the vicinity of 8:43 when they all reportedly first learned of 
Flight 175’s hijacking 

e Communications by Washington controllers beginning with Flight 77’s 9:10 reentry into 
Washington’s airspace 

e Communications down the NORAD chain of command from Arnold to Marr to Powell 
concerning the Langley scramble in response to Flight 77 and 93 

e Communications by gagged Cleveland Center controllers concerning the tracking and 
near shoot down of Flight 93 
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Communications between Arnold, Marr, Powell concerning the tracking and near shoot 
down of Flight 93 

Communications made over the centrally important FAA hijack net and White House 
teleconference 


Instead of seeking criminal charges (lest the aforementioned omitted evidence be forced into 
the public domain when the accused NORAD/FAA officials filed for discovery), the 9/11 
Commission asked the Defense and Transportation Department Inspectors General (Com-OIG 
Letter) (which have no power to file criminal charges) to internally investigate the officials who 
provided the documented and testimonial evidence it rejected. Both Inspectors General quietly 
spent more than two years (longer than the entire 9/11 Commission investigation) before 
claiming in classified reports that the FAA/NORAD documentation and testimony the 9/11 
Commission rejected was the result of unintentional errors due to the agencies’ poor record- 
keeping capabilities (DOD, DOT, NYT, WAPO). This claim was nonsensical since all applicable 
communications were recorded in real-time. 


Sources: 

CNN, 8/2/2006, “The Situation Room” (transcript) 

CNN, 8/9/2006, “Lou Dobbs Tonight” 

John Farmer, 9/8/2009, “The Ground Truth: The Untold Story of America Under Attack 
on 9/11,” pgs. 283-289 

New York Times, 9/2/2006, “Report Urges F.A.A. to Act Regarding False 9/11 Testimony” 
New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 204-210 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton (9/11 Commission Chairmen), 2007, “Without Precedent: 
The Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission,” pgs. 85-88 

U.S. Department of Defense; Inspector General, 9/12/2006, “Memorandum for Under 
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence: Report on Review of Testimony to the National 
Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States” 

U.S. Department of Transportation; Office of the Inspector General (Todd Zinser), 
8/31/2006, “Memorandum: Results of OIG Investigation of 9/11 Commission Staff 
Referral” 

Vanity Fair, 10/17/2006, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes” 

Washington Post, 8/2/2006, “9/11 Panel Suspected Deception by Pentagon: Allegations 
Brought to Inspectors General” 

Washington Post, 9/2/2006, “No Intent to Mislead Panel Found in Aviation Officials’ 
9/11 Errors” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: Remarks by Staff Lead John 
Farmer, Executive Director Philip Zelikow, Commissioner Bob Kerry) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 21 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (Requesting investigations into the cause of public statements 
made by NORAD and FAA officials deemed by the 9/11 Commission to be false) 
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Military Withholds Tapes; 9/11 Commission Subpoenas, Claims Tapes Show FAA/NORAD 
Narrative Is False, Only Publicizes Tapes Which Support Its Narrative, Asks FAA/DOD IG’s to 
Internally Investigate; IG’s Blame Nonsensically Blame Poor Record-Keeping 

According to the book, “Without Precedent,” authored by 9/11 Commission Chairmen Tom Kean 
and Lee Hamilton, in October of 2003, the 9/11 Commission staff took a tour of the Northeast 
Air Defense Sector (NEADS) facility in Rome, New York. When the staff entered the operations 
room, it observed more than 20 perpetually active stations of weapons controllers and flight 
controllers for which all conversations were always tape-recorded. Alarmingly, the 9/11 
Commission had still not received most of the NEADS tapes and documents from the 9/11 
attacks. The same applied to the FAA, which withheld “audiotapes” according to the 
Washington Post (8/2/2006) and “dozens of boxes of documents involving the Sept. 11 attacks” 
according to the New York Times (9/2/2006). 


The 9/11 Commission issued a subpoena for the missing tapes and documents. Upon receipt, 
the 9/11 Commission said the tapes showed that NORAD never learned of Flights 175, 77, and 
93 hijacks before their impacts (pg. 21 of the Final Report), despite official NORAD/FAA 
chronologies and years of official testimony to the contrary. 


New York Times investigative journalist Philip Shenon wrote in his 2008 book, “The Commission: 
The Uncensored History of the 9/11 Investigation,” that 9/11 Commission senior counsel/lead 
investigator John Farmer (former New Jersey Attorney General, Rutgers Law School Dean) was 
“99 percent” certain the NORAD/FAA knew they were lying when they testified to the 9/11 
Commission because they had already reviewed the subpoenaed tapes and 

documents. Likewise, Farmer told Vanity Fair in 2006: 


“Commission staff believes that there is significant evidence that the false statements 
made to the commission were deliberately false... The false testimony served a purpose: 
to obscure mistakes on the part of the FAA and the military, and to overstate the 
readiness of the military... I've been in government and I know what spin is... [but this 
was a] whole different order of magnitude than spin. It simply wasn't true.” 


And he told the Washington Post in 2006: 
“I was shocked at how different the truth was from the way it was described. The tapes 
told a radically different story from what had been told to us and the public for two 
years... This is not spin. This is not true.” 


Similarly, 9/11 Commission Chairman Tom Kean’s told the Washington Post: 


“We to this day don’t know why NORAD told us what they told us. It was just so far from 
the truth.” 


Further, in their 2007 book, “Without Precedent: The Inside Story of the 9/11 Commission,” the 
co-chairmen wrote: 


“.after-action reports, accident investigations and public testimony by FAA and NORAD 
officials advanced an account of 9/11 that was untrue.” 
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The Washington Post summarized: 


“Some staff members and commissioners of the Sept. 11 panel concluded that the 
Pentagon’s initial story of how it reacted to the 2001 terrorist attacks may have been 
part of a deliberate effort to mislead the commission and the public... 


“Suspicion of wrongdoing ran so deep that the 10-member commission, in a secret 
meeting at the end of its tenure in summer 2004, debated referring the matter to the 
Justice Department for criminal investigation... Staff members and some 
commissioners... believe that military and aviation officials violated the law by making 
false statements to Congress and to the commission.” 


The article went on to echo the 9/11 Commission’s narrative: 


“For more than two years after the attacks, officials with NORAD and the FAA... [said] 
jets had been scrambled in response to the last two hijackings and that fighters were 
prepared to shoot down United Airlines Flight 93 if it threatened Washington... Maj. Gen. 
Larry Arnold and Col. Alan Scott told the commission that NORAD had begun tracking 
United 93 at 9:16 a.m... [However] the commission reported a year later... the military 
never had any of the hijacked airliners in its sights and... was not aware of the flight until 
after it had crashed in Pennsylvania.” 


Nevertheless, the 9/11 Commission chose not to seek any charges against the officials they 
accused of lying. Regarding this decision, in August of 2006, CNN anchor Jack Cafferty stated on 
air: 


“The 9/11 Commission failed. If they mulled criminal charges because they doubted the 
veracity of testimony from Pentagon personnel, why did they stop at that? And why say 
so now? If persons are suspected of lying, they must be brought up on charges...” 


CNN anchor Lou Dobbs added: 


“The fact that the government would permit deception after a deception... suggests that 
we need a full investigation of what is going on and what is demonstrably an 
incompetent and at worst deceitful federal government.” 


However, as we are about to see, the choice by the 9/11 Commission not to pursue criminal 
charges was a critical step in maintaining its narrative since contradictory evidence would likely 
have been forced into the public domain when the accused NORAD/FAA officials filed for 
discovery. 


On September 7, 2011, Rutgers Law School (of which 9/11 Commission Lead Investigator John 
Farmer was the Dean) released a multimedia presentation of 114 time-stamped civilian and 
military transcripts and audio recordings from 9/11. (It had previously in 2006 released a smaller 
subset to Vanity Fair and movie producer Michael Bronner in connection to the making of the 
movie United 93.) Of course, the release included the communications by NEADS and regional 
FAA air traffic control centers that the 9/11 Commission quoted or cited in its Report — quotes or 
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citations that by themselves appeared to support the Commission’s narrative that the military 
never learned about the Flight 175, 77, and 93 hijackings before they crashed. 


The New York Times covered the Rutgers release the same day and echoed the Commission’s 
talking points this way: 


“a newly published chronicle of the civil and military aviation responses to the 
hijacking... prepared by investigators for the 9/11 Commission [has been released].” 


“covering each of the four airliners, the multimedia document contains 114 recordings 
of air traffic controllers, military aviation officers, airline and fighter jet pilots, as well as 
two of the hijackers, stretching across two hours of the morning of Sept. 11, 2001.” 


“.the complete document, with recordings, is being published for the first time by the 
Rutgers Law Review...” 


“In its 2004 report, the commission... thoroughly dismantled the accounts of senior 
government officials... The commission discovered that... of the four flights, military 
commanders had nine minutes’ notice on one before it flew into the World Trade Center, 
and did not learn the other three had been hijacked until after they had crashed... The 
newly published multimedia document spells out precisely how the recordings 
contradicted the accounts of the senior officials.” 


“When the commission began taking testimony, military and civil aviation officials said 
‘that no tapes were made, and we were told at one point that a technical malfunction 
would prevent us from hearing them,’ Mr. Farmer [9/11 Commission senior counsel, 
Rutgers Law School Dean, former New Jersey Attorney General] wrote.” 


The New York Times then quoted Farmer as stating in a self-congratulatory manner: 


“lf we had not pushed as hard as we did — ultimately persuading the commission to use 
its subpoena power to obtain the records — many of the critical conversations from that 
morning may have been lost to history.” 


Farmer neglected to mention all the critical conversations covered toward the beginning of this 
section that were lost to history! 


As we have already seen, the communications quoted or cited by the 9/11 Commission did not 
come close to debunking the broad agreement between FAA/NORAD/Secret Service/White 
House sources that the FAA followed its hijack protocol after the first WTC impact by opening up 
the hijack net and shared timely, useful information on Flight 77 and 93 while the Pentagon’s 
NMCC — a formally required liaison between the FAA and NORAD -joined a half hour late and 
even then did not engage in any meaningful way for the entirety of the 9/11 attacks. 


As a reminder (or preview in the case of Flight 175), let’s walk through what the 9/11 
Commission did and did not publicize as evidence to support its narrative. However, | will not re- 
list (or pre-list) all the applicable sources for these details at the end of this section since they 
have already been (or will be) covered at length in other chapters. 
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First, the 9/11 Commission cited a 9:03 New York flight controller call to NEADS as the military’s 
first notification of Flight 175. But it omitted what was discussed by the later-gagged Boston 
Flight controllers or NEADS’ Master Sergeant Maureen Dooley’s team in the vicinity of 8:43 
when they all reportedly (per NORAD and Newhouse News’ interview of Dooley) first learned of 
Flight 175’s hijacking since NEADS was linked in to Boston controllers’ headsets. And they 
omitted any recordings of what was communicated to the two fighter jets scrambled from Otis 
Air Force Base toward New York due to “a technical issue.” 


Next, the 9/11 Commission quoted a Washington Center controller telling a NEADS technician 
that Flight 77 was lost at 9:34 as the military’s first alert to Flight 77. But it omitted any record of 
Flight 77-related Washington controller transmissions or chat logs beginning with Flight 77’s 
9:10 reentry into Washington’s airspace, which were cited by Colonel Scott, Major General 
McKinley, and the FAA “Chronology of Events” press release. 


Further, the 9/11 Commission quoted a military liaison in the FAA’s Boston Center erroneously 
telling NEADS’ Flight 11 was still airborne and then claimed this interaction precipitated the 9:24 
Langley fighter jet scramble rather than Flights 77 and 93. It also quoted a brief exchange 
between NEADS personnel to this effect. However, it omitted any record of conversations down 
the chain of command from NORAD Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold to 
NEADS Commander Colonel Robert Marr to NEADS technician Lt. Jeremy Powell who all told the 
9/11 Commission plainly in interviews and testimony that they authorized/ordered/executed 
the Langley scramble in response to Flight 77 and 93. Marr and the official Air Force 9/11 history 
added that NEADS was indeed aware of the false Flight 11 report at the time of the scramble, 
but it was not a major contributing factor to the scramble order. 


Next, the 9/11 Commission cited a 10:07 Cleveland controller telling a NEADS technician that 
Flight 93 had been hijacked as the military’s first notification of Flight 93, but it omitted earlier 
Cleveland flight controller (who were also gagged) conversations implied by Major General 
Arnold about Flight 93 being off course in the northern part of Pennsylvania and Ohio. And it 
omitted extensive discussions between Arnold, Marr, Powell (as well as Western and Southeast 
NORAD Commanders John Cromwell and Larry Kemp) tracking Flight 93 as it first headed west 
then turned back toward Washington D.C. (Recall that Powell even specifically told the 9/11 
Commission staff that his conversation with Selfridge Air Base concerning Flight 93 was 
“recorded”.) And it omitted their conversations around the time Flight 93 crashed when they 
would have observed a fighter jet in close proximity, according to numerous sources. And it 
omitted the New Hampshire flight controller cited by the Associated Press who observed the 
same thing. And it necessarily omitted discussions inside the NMCC and PEOC about preparing 
to shoot down Flight 93 by Winfield, Myers, Cheney, Wolfowitz, and possibly Rumsfeld since the 
real-time transcript was classified and replaced by a completely rewritten one. 


Finally, it omitted any quote or citation of the centrally important FAA hijack net and White 
House teleconference, despite learning from DOT Inspector General Kenneth Mead that a 
recording of the hijack net had been taken into the custody of the Justice Department and that 
Monte Belger received a hijack net chronology of events, which the Justice Department 
restricted from public access. 
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As stated, all of these omitted materials might have been forced into the public domain when 
the accused NORAD/FAA officials filed for discovery if the 9/11 Commission chose to pursue 
criminal charges. 


In its June of 2004 hearing, the 9/11 Commission presented its narrative and essentially accused 
of perjury/falsification the FAA and military officials who attested to the usefulness of the FAA 
hijack net. Some of the accused were not present to respond, such as Garvey, Asmus, 
Schuessler, Weikert, Scott, McKinley, Marr, Powell, Mineta, Clark, and Winfield. Other accused 
parties were present, but had flip-flopped, such as Eberhart, Arnold, and Myers. Belger was 
invited despite not flip-flopping. 


Ironically, the 9/11 Commission simultaneously praised NORAD for doing the best it could with 
the sparse information it said the regional FAA air traffic control centers provided to NEADS. At 
one point when Commissioner Bob Kerry questioned NORAD Commander General Eberhart, he 
suggested NORAD was “taking a bullet” for the FAA by collaborating with it for years to promote 
a falsified timeline. Kerry stated: 


“the optics for me is, you all [at NORAD] are taking a bullet for the FAA. I think the 
military performed, under the circumstances, exceptionally well... if you look at what 
[NORAD] did on that day, it's hard to find fault... So it leaves the impression that there is 
an attempt [by the FAA and NORAD] to create a unified story there, and has you all [at 
NORAD], as I said, taking a bullet for the FAA, because the FAA should have told you 
what was going on...” 


Tellingly, Kerry noted in the same breath that the Secret Service had better information than 
NORAD, which according to Secret Service and White House sources came through the hijack 
net — exactly where NORAD via the NMCC should have been listening all along. Kerry stated: 


“it must be agonizing to know that Secret Service had information you didn’t have.” 


Perhaps due to the glaring contradictions between the 9/11 Commission’s narrative and all the 
aforementioned evidence, the Commissioners and Executive Director sent a letter and 
appended data package dated July 29, 2004 to DOD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and FAA 
Inspector General Kenneth Mead. The Washington Post (8/2/2006) stated: 


“In the end, the panel agreed to a compromise, turning over the allegations to the 
inspectors general for the Defense and Transportation departments...” 


The letter reminded the Inspectors General of the 9/11 Commission’s conclusions regarding 
when the military was notified of Flights 77 and 93 and what precipitated the Langley scramble. 
The letter did not ask them to provide any feedback on whether their conclusions were correct; 
it only asked them to internally investigate the officials who gave contradictory accounts did so 
knowingly. 


Both Inspector General reports were classified. However, both Inspectors General did publicly 


release abridged summaries which claimed the rejected FAA/NORAD documentation and 
testimony were unintentional errors that resulted from poor record-keeping. The Defense 
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Department Inspector General’s 3-page summary contained no specific details and can be 
encapsulated by the statement: 


“DoD forensic capabilities were inadequate to ensure accurate and timely reporting.” 


Likewise, the Transportation Department Inspector General’s 30-page summary repeatedly 
stated: 


“The contested testimony and documentation] we attribute to FAA’s reliance on an 
erroneous timeline entry.” 


The Transportation Department summary contained much more detail than the Defense 
Department’s summary, but it was mostly a regurgitation of the 9/11 Commission’s narrative 
and the selective evidence it cited. Additionally, to support the 9/11 Commission’s claim that 
the 9:24 scramble was due solely to the false phantom Flight 11 report, the summary relied 
heavily on a handwritten note by a NEADS staff member that was time-stamped 9:24 and stated 
that Flight 11 was hijacked. Of course, this note was in no way inconsistent with the official Air 
Force 9/11 record or NEADS Commander Colonel Robert Marr’s staff interview, both of which 
stated plainly that the phantom Flight 11 report was received by NEADS, but was not the main 
driver of the Langley scramble like the Flight 77 and 93 reports were. 


Per the New York Times (9/2/2006), Commissioner Richard Ben Veniste criticized FAA Inspector 
General Mead for taking more than two years to complete his report (more time the entire 9/11 
Commission report took) and then released it quietly on Friday afternoon before Labor Day 
weekend. 


Furthermore, the claim of poor record-keeping capabilities was ridiculous on its face. As we 
already saw from the Chairmen’s book, “Without Precedent,” all conversations that took place 
at the over 20 perpetually active weapons controller and flight controller stations at NEADS 
were always recorded. And, as we saw from Rutger’s selective multimedia presentation, FAA 
headquarters and regional facility conversations were likewise recorded and time-stamped. 
What better records could possibly be needed? John Farmer’s 2009 book asserted: 


“itis impossible to conclude honestly, from the two inspector general reports, that the 
official version of the events of 9/11 [originally reported by NORAD and the FAA] was the 
result of mere administrative incompetence... 


It is a safe assumption that the classified material from which the inspectors general generated 
their classified reports included some or all of the recordings/transcripts/documents that the 
9/11 Commission omitted to advance its narrative. Considering that some FAA and NORAD 
officials apparently withheld these records for years and/or lied for years about their existence, 
and considering that the 9/11 Commission and FAA/DOD Inspectors General refused to publicize 
them lest their narratives be debunked, should the public blindly take them at their word? 


Sources: 


CNN, 8/2/2006, “The Situation Room” (transcript) 
CNN, 8/9/2006, “Lou Dobbs Tonight” 
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John Farmer, 9/8/2009, “The Ground Truth: The Untold Story of America Under Attack 
on 9/11,” pgs. 283-289 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 59, 63, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 

New York Times, 9/2/2006, “Report Urges F.A.A. to Act Regarding False 9/11 Testimony” 
New York Times, 3/25/2007, “First Chapter: ‘Rumsfeld’,” by Andrew Cockburn 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Philip Shenon, 2008, “The Commission: The Uncensored History of the 9/11 
Investigation,” pgs. 204-210 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 

Tom Kean and Lee Hamilton, 2007, “Without Precedent: The Inside Story of the 9/11 
Commission,” pgs. 85-88 

U.S. Department of Defense; Inspector General, 9/12/2006, “Memorandum for Under 
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence: Report on Review of Testimony to the National 
Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States” 

U.S. Department of Transportation; Office of the Inspector General (Todd Zinser), 
8/31/2006, “Memorandum: Results of OIG Investigation of 9/11 Commission Staff 
Referral” 

Vanity Fair, 10/17/2006, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes” 

Washington Post, 8/2/2006, “9/11 Panel Suspected Deception by Pentagon: Allegations 
Brought to Inspectors General” 

Washington Post, 9/2/2006, “No Intent to Mislead Panel Found in Aviation Officials’ 
9/11 Errors” 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: Remarks by Staff Lead John 
Farmer, Executive Director Philip Zelikow, Commissioner Bob Kerry ) 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 21 

9/11 Commission, 7/29/2004, untitled letter from the Commissioners and Executive 
Director Philip Zelikow to DoD Inspector General Joseph Schmitz and DoT Inspector 
General Kenneth Mead (Requesting investigations into the cause of public statements 
made by NORAD and FAA officials deemed by the 9/11 Commission to be false) 
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CHAPTER 17 - THE ACCUSATIONS 

Summary 

(1) The original FAA/NORAD timeline implicated the military as being derelict on 9/11. NEADS’ 
8:43 notification of the Flight 175 hijack (as we will see shortly) meant Otis F-15’s could very well 
have reached that flight before its 9:03 WTC impact. (F-15’s can fly 1,875 mph (Slate) and Otis is 
129 miles from New York (Clarke).) And NORAD’s 9:16 alert to Flight 93 and 9:24 alert to Flight 
77 resulted in Langley F-16’s being scrambled at 9:24 which could have reached Flight 77 before 
its Pentagon impact and certainly Flight 93 before its 10:03 Pennsylvania impact. (F-16’s can fly 
1500 mph (Slate) and Langley is 129 miles from Washington (Clarke).) 


However, as we have seen, the 9/11 Commission claimed the evidence it obtained under 
subpoena showed the military was not derelict because it never received these timely alerts 
from the FAA. Then the 9/11 Commission chose not to prosecute the officials it said testified 
falsely, instead referring the matter to the DOT/DOD Inspectors General, who nonsensically 
claimed the false testimony was the result of poor record-keeping capabilities. 


The Consensus 9/11 Panel argued that this sequence suggests the 9/11 Commission served as 
an ally to the military by helping cover up its dereliction and/or complicity (Consensus 9/11) in 
the attacks while creating the facade of being its opponent by accusing it and the FAA of lying 

for years about its awareness of the last three hijacked flights. 


(2) One Consensus 9/11 Panel member, David Ray Griffin (Nobel Prize nominee, theology 
professor, author of numerous books on 9/11), suggested the audio clips cited by the 9/11 
Commission as evidence of the military’s supposed ignorance of the hijacked flights could have 
been fabricated using military voice morphing technology which was developed with 
psychological operations in mind (Griffin, WAPO). 


(3) Interestingly, the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder tape also came under tampering allegations 
after the ending played for the victims’ family members in April of 2002 was completely 
different than ending played for the jury in the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (Philadelphia Daily 
News, CNN, Daily Mail). 


(4) Similarly, 15 audio tapes purported to be Osama bin Laden released between 2001 and 2007 
were said to be authentic by the U.S. government. However, researchers at the Dalle Molle 
Institute for Perceptual Artificial Intelligence in Switzerland, using state of the art voice 
recognition systems used for banking security, found that 14 of the tapes not only were not 
Osama bin Laden, but were not even the same individual (BBC, Guardian, Chicago Tribune, The 
American Spectator-Codevilla). 


(5) Further, according to CIA legend Robert Baer, even the majority of the CIA team devoted to 
tracking bin Laden was not convinced the tapes were authentic (NPR- Baer). Interestingly, some 
of the disputed tapes were extremely well-timed for the Bush administration insofar as one 
handed him the 2004 presidential election (BBC, Reuters, Telegraph) and another helped make 
his case for the Iraq War (BBC, CNN, Guardian). 


(1) Sources: 
Consensus 9/11 Panel Website, 2021, “Point MC-9: The Activities of General Ralph 


Eberhart During the 9/11 Attacks” 
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Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pg. 5 
San Francisco Chronicle, 9/3/2006, “The Conspiracy to Rewrite 9/11,” (opinion) 
Slate, 1/16/2002, “IGNORAD: The Military Screw-Up Nobody Talks About” 


(2) Sources: 
Dr. David Ray Griffin, 9/14/2006, “9/11 Live or Fabricated: Do the NORAD Tapes Verify 


The 9/11 Commission Report?” 
Washington Post, 2/1/1999, “When Seeing and Hearing Isn’t Believing” 


(3) Sources: 
CNN, 4/13/2006, “On Tape, Passengers Heard Trying to Retake Cockpit; 9/11 Jury Relives 


Final Minutes of Hijacked United Flight 93” 

Daily Mail, 8/19/2006, “Flight 93 ‘Was Shot Down’ Claims Book,” by Rowland Morgan 
Philadelphia Daily News, 9/16/2002, “Three-Minute Discrepancy in Tape; Cockpit Voice 
Recording Ends Before Flight 93's Official Time of Impact” 


(4) Sources: 
BBC, 11/13/2002, “Analysis: New Fears Over Bin laden Tape” 


BBC, 11/18/2002, “Bin Laden Tape ‘Genuine’” 

BBC, 11/29/2002, “Bin Laden Tape ‘Not Genuine’” 

Chicago Tribune, 11/14/2002, “U.S. Treats Bin Laden Tape as Genuine” 

Guardian, 11/29/2002, “Swiss scientists 95% Sure that Bin Laden Recording was Fake” 
Huffington Post, 3/17/2009, “Osama Bin Elvis” 

The American Spectator, 3/13/2009, “Osama Bin Elvis” by Professor Angelo M. Codevilla 


(5) Sources: 
BBC, 2/11/2003, “Bin Laden’ Condemns Iraq Plans” 


BBC, 1/31/2005, “Kerry Blames Defeat on Bin Laden” 

Guardian, 2/12/2003, “Bin Laden offers tips to defend Iraq” 

NPR, 10/2/2008, “Ex-CIA Operative Discusses ‘The Devil We Know” 

Reuters, 2/28/2006, “Bush Says Bin Laden Tape Aided Re-Election: Report” 
Telegraph, 10/31/2004, “Bush Takes a Six-Point Lead After New Bin Laden Tape” 


9/11 Commission is Accused of Helping NORAD Cover-Up Its Dereliction/Complicity While 
Pretending to Be Its Opponent 

Consider the implications of the FAA and NORAD’s narrative before the 9/11 Commission 
claimed to debunk it. NEADS’ 8:43 notification of the Flight 175 hijack meant Otis F-15’s could 
very well have reached that flight before its 9:03 WTC impact. (F-15’s can fly 1,875 mph, per 
Slate, and Otis was 129 miles from New York, per Richard Clarke.) And NORAD’s 9:16 alert to 
Flight 93 and 9:24 alert to Flight 77 resulted in Langley F-16’s being scrambled at 9:24 which 
could have reached Flight 77 before its Pentagon impact and certainly Flight 93 before its 10:03 
Pennsylvania impact. (F-16’s can fly 1500 mph, per Slate, and Langley was 129 miles from 
Washington, per Richard Clarke.) Therefore, NORAD implicated itself as being derelict on 9/11. 


Now consider again the following sequence of events we have covered: 


1) NORAD voluntarily publicized self-incriminating chronologies and testimony of their 
early awareness of Flights 175, 77, and 93. All of this was corroborated by the FAA. 
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2) NORAD and the FAA for years withheld audio recordings and transcripts that 
purportedly corroborated their chronologies and testimony. 


3) The 9/11 Commission subpoenaed the audio recordings and transcripts and claimed 
they showed NORAD was never aware of the Flight 175, 77, and 93 hijacks before their 
crashes. 


4) The 9/11 Commission publicized only the recordings/transcripts that supported their 
narrative and none of the recordings/transcripts that purportedly would have 
corroborated NORAD’s/FAA’s chronologies/testimonies. 


5) The 9/11 Commission accused NORAD and FAA officials of knowingly lying to congress 
and falsifying official reports for years, but sought no charges against them and instead 
asked their Inspectors General (which had no authority to make criminal charges) to 
investigate why they did this. 


6) The Defense and Transportation Department Inspectors General nonsensically 
concluded that the false reports were due to poor record-keeping and the testifying 
officials did not realize they were inaccurate. The Inspectors General classified their 
reports and all evidence that supposedly proved their conclusions. 


How should the public interpret this sequence of events? We previously saw that several 
government officials alleged that NORAD’s 9/11 failures may have been due to a deliberate 
military stand down. As a reminder, they included: 


e Morgan Reynolds (Department of Labor Chief Economist under President George W. 
Bush) 

e Robert Bowman (directed the “Star Wars” missile defense program under Presidents 
Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter) 

e Steven Jones (BYU Physics Professor, Principle Researcher for US Department of 
Energy’s Division of Advanced Energy Projects 1982-1991) 

e Andreas von Buelow (German Parliament member, and Secretary of State for 
the German Ministry of Defense) 

e Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under President Ronald Reagan, Senior 
Military Affairs Journalist at the Naval Postgraduate School, author of the famous 1989 
political exposé, October Surprise) 

e Michael Meacher (British Cabinet Member and perennial Parliament Member) 

e Jesse Ventura (Minnesota State Governor) 


We also previously saw that the Consensus 9/11 organization (of which the first four 
aforementioned officials are members) dives into a series of “Consensus 9/11 Points” upon 
which all members agree there are insurmountable inconsistencies between public domain 
evidence and the current official narrative. The organization argued on its website that the 9/11 
Commission’s narrative that NORAD was never notified of the Flight 175, 77, or 93 hijacks 
before their impacts may have emerged because: 
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“The 9/11 research community had shown that NORAD’s first timeline did not excuse 
NORAD, because there would have been time to intercept the airliners before the Twin 
Towers and the Pentagon were hit.” 


In essence, this argument alleges that the 9/11 Commission served as an ally to NORAD in 
helping cover up its dereliction and/or complicity in the attacks while creating the facade of 
being its opponent by accusing it (and the FAA) of lying for years about its awareness of the last 
three hijacked flights. This argument could also be understood to suggest that NMCC 
intentionally stay away from the FAA hijack net for half an hour, but even with this breathtaking 
delay NORAD still received enough warning to intercept Flights 77 and 93, which created the 
need for the new official narrative formalized by the 9/11 Commission. 


It is impossible to know from information available in the public domain whether the 
Transportation and Defense Departments withheld the recordings/transcripts (despite being 
under subpoena) that would have debunked the 9/11 Commission’s narrative or whether the 
9/11 Commission did receive them and then withheld them from the public. Whatever the case, 
John Farmer’s self-preserving statement to Time Magazine rings unmistakably true, even though 
it was meant to obscure his central role in the cover-up he lambasted: 


“It’s almost a culture of concealment... The story of 9/11 itself, to put it mildly, was 
distorted and was completely different from the way things happened. If what the 
government is telling you isn’t true, then the truth could be anything. | think there is 
evidence that the truth wasn’t told and that at least some of that was deliberate.” 


Sources: 

Daily Mail, 9/5/2006, “Fury as Academics Claim 9/11 was ‘Inside Job” 

Daily Mail, 2/9/2007, “An Explosion of Disbelief” 

Guardian, 9/5/2006, “Who Really Blew Up the Twin Towers” 

Los Angeles Times, 8/28/2005, “Getting Agnostic About 9/11” 

MarketWatch, 6/5/2012, “Expert Panel Reports False Accounts of U.S. Political and 
Military Leaders on 9/11” 

NBC, 11/16/2005, “Questioning What Happened on 9/11” 

New York Times, 9/2/2006, “2 U.S. Reports Seek to Counter Conspiracy Theories About 
9/11” 

PR Newswire, 3/1/2006, “Experts Call for Release of 9/11 Evidence” 

PR Newswire, 5/6/2011, “Obama Says ‘Justice Has Been Done’: Bin Laden Scholar Says 
No” 

PR Newswire, 9/9/2011, “New Investigative Panel Releases 13 Consensus Statements of 
Evidence Opposing the Official Account of 9/11” 

Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pg. 5 

San Francisco Chronicle, 9/3/2006, “The Conspiracy to Rewrite 9/11,” (opinion) 

Slate, 1/16/2002, “IGNORAD: The Military Screw-Up Nobody Talks About” 

Telegraph, 11/20/2003, “German Sept 11 Theory Stokes Anti-US Feeling” 

Time, 9/11/2009, “A New Look at the 9/11 Commission” 

Washington Post, 9/8/2006, “The Disbelievers” 

Consensus 9/11 Panel Website, 2021, “Panel Members” 

Consensus 9/11 Panel Website, 2021, “Point MC-9: The Activities of General Ralph 
Eberhart During the 9/11 Attacks” 
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Consensus 9/11 Member Considers Tape Fabrication; Charge Bares Similarity to Bin Laden 
Tape Fraud Allegations 

David Griffin (Consensus 9/11 member, Nobel Prize nominee, theology professor, author of 
numerous books on 9/11) suggested in a 2006 essay entitled, “9/11 Live or Fabricated: Do the 
NORAD Tapes Verify The 9/11 Commission Report?,” that the audio clips cited by the 9/11 
Commission contrast so starkly with firsthand witness accounts that the possibility of tape 
fabrication should be considered. Griffin pointed to a February of 1999 Washington Post article 
which reported that researchers at Los Alamos National Laboratory in New Mexico had 
developed voice morphing technology that can use a digital recording of a subject’s voice to “in 
near real time, to clone speech patterns and develop an accurate facsimile.” The article also 
explained the usefulness of such technology for military psychological operations. It stated: 


“Digital [voice] morphing... has come of age, available for use in psychological 
operations. PSYOPS, as the military calls it, seek to exploit human vulnerabilities in 
enemy governments, militaries and populations to pursue national and battlefield 
objectives... Being able to manufacture convincing audio or video, they say, might be the 
difference in a successful military operation or coup.” 


Griffin’s essay was not the only time the possibility of possible tape fabrication or manipulation 
was broached in proximity to the war on terror. Here are two additional examples. 


First, as we will discuss in more detail in a coming chapter on the Flight 93 crash site, the FBI 
kept the contents of the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder secret until it was forced in April of 
2002 to let the relatives of the deceased listen to it under heavy security. When they did, they 
reported that there was no sound of impact, as is typically the case after such a crash according 
to Philadelphia Daily News. Instead, the tape ended with a “rushing sound” and then went 
silent. 


Then, in yet another twist, when the judge of the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial ordered the FBI 
to enter the recording as evidence, it ended completely differently — with the hijackers shouting 
praises to Allah, per CNN (4/13/2006). Rowland Morgan, former journalist for the Independent 
and Guardian and co-author of the 2006 book, “Flight 93: What Really Happened On The Heroic 
9/11 ‘Let’s Roll’ Flight,” said in an August of 2006 article he wrote for the Daily Mail that the 
alternative ending “confirmed suspicions of tape tampering.” 


Second, in November of 2002, an audiotape purported to contain the voice of Osama Bin Laden 
praising recent terrorist attacks was made public by the Arab satellite television channel Al 
Jazeera. Days later, after the tape was analyzed by the CIA and the National Security Agency, 
White House officials announced that the tape was authentic and therefore constituted the first 
proof in nearly a year that Osama Bin Laden was still alive. Reports of the U.S. government’s 
belief in the tape’s authenticity were carried by the BBC (11/13/2002, 11/18/2002) and Chicago 
Tribune. 


However, less than two weeks later (per BBC (11/29/2002), Guardian (11/29/2002), Toronto 


Star), a team of researchers at the Dalle Molle Institute for Perceptual Artificial Intelligence in 
Switzerland said it was 95% sure the tape was a fake. The team, which employed state-of-the- 
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art voice recognition systems used for banking security, compared the tape against 20 
undisputedly authentic recordings of Bin Laden, ranging from very good to very poor in quality. 


In October of 2008, NPR interviewed ex-ClA operative Robert Baer. Baer won the Career 
Intelligence Medal in 1998, Pulitzer Prize-winning investigative reporter Seymour Hersh called 
Baer “the best on-the-ground field officer in the Middle East,” and Baer’s published memoirs 
served as the basis for the 2005 George Clooney film Syriana. During the interview, Baer said 
this regarding the over one dozen disputed audio and video Bin Laden messages after October 
of 2001: 


“I mean, all these things can be manipulated. As you know, voices can be manipulated. 
We can take this recording, and you could change everything to completely the opposite 
of what | said...” 


Baer further said that he believed Bin Laden was already dead. Also, when he recently polled 
multiple CIA officers responsible for tracking Bin Laden, not one of them was sure whether he 
was dead or alive. Therefore, not even the CIA officers closest to the Bin Laden case believed the 
U.S. government declarations of authenticity regarding the Bin Laden tapes. 

Baer stated: 


“Of course [Osama Bin Laden] is dead... | have taken in the last month a poll of CIA 
officers who had been on his trail, and what astounded me was not a single one was 
sure if he was alive or dead.” 


In March of 2009, Professor Angelo Codevilla wrote an essay entitled, “Osama Bin Elvis,” for the 
publication, The American Spectator, for which he was the acting editor-in-chief. The essay was 
also covered by the Huffington Post. Codevilla was a former State Department Intelligence 
Officer, who oversaw the transition of the State Department and CIA into the Reagan era as part 
of President Reagan’s transition team. He was also a former U.S. Senate Intelligence Committee 
staff member, a Stanford University Senior Research Fellow, a political author, and a reputable 
op-ed writer for various mainstream media outlets such as the New York Times, Washington 
Post, Forbes, and Foreign Affairs Magazine. 


In the essay, Codevilla stated that, in 2007, Switzerland’s Dalle Molle Institute for Artificial 
Intelligence compared the voices on 15 undisputed recordings of Osama Bin Laden with the 
voices on 15 post-October 2001 recordings attributed to him, which the CIA had declared 
authentic. The CIA provided no information about what methodology it used to determine the 
recordings were authentic. 


The Institute’s analysis employed recordings of two native Arab speakers who had trained to 
imitate Osama Bin Laden and read his writings. Upon completion of the analysis, 14 of the 15 
disputed recordings were proven to differ blatantly, not only from the authentic recordings, but 
also from one another! Just one of the disputed recordings fell into a grey area. 


It should be pointed out that some of the dispute tapes were extremely well-timed for the Bush 


administration. For example, both Bush and his opponent John Kerry credited Bush’s 2004 
reelection to the purported Bin Laden tape released just days before the election, per BBC 
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(1/31/2005) and Reuters, after it provided Bush with an instant 6-point swing, per the 
Telegraph. 


Similarly, the purported Bin Laden tape released a month before the Iraq War helped make 
Bush’s case for the invasion, per BBC (2/11/2003) and CNN (2/12/2003). However, the Guardian 
(2/12/2003) skeptically commented: 


“perhaps it is not the voice of the al-Qaida leader at all. Could it simply be an actor, 
hired by the CIA, addressing the world from Langley, Virginia? The trouble with Bin 
Laden tapes is that nobody can ever be quite sure.” 


Sources: 

BBC, 11/13/2002, “Analysis: New Fears Over Bin laden Tape” 

BBC, 11/18/2002, “Bin Laden Tape ‘Genuine’” 

BBC, 11/29/2002, “Bin Laden Tape ‘Not Genuine’” 

BBC, 2/11/2003, “‘Bin Laden’ Condemns Iraq Plans” 

BBC, 1/31/2005, “Kerry Blames Defeat on Bin Laden” 

Chicago Tribune, 11/14/2002, “U.S. Treats Bin Laden Tape as Genuine” 

CNN, 2/12/2003, “Tape Urges Muslim Fight Against U.S.” 

CNN, 4/13/2006, “On Tape, Passengers Heard Trying to Retake Cockpit; 9/11 Jury Relives 
Final Minutes of Hijacked United Flight 93” 

Daily Mail, 8/19/2006, “Flight 93 ‘Was Shot Down’ Claims Book,” by Rowland Morgan 
Dr. David Ray Griffin, 9/14/2006, “9/11 Live or Fabricated: Do the NORAD Tapes Verify 
The 9/11 Commission Report?” 

Forbes, 2/20/2013, “As Country Club Republicans Link Up with the Democratic Ruling 
Class, Millions of Voters Are Orphaned,” by Angelo Codevilla 

Foreign Affairs, Authors: “Angelo Codevilla” 

Guardian, 11/29/2002, “Swiss scientists 95% Sure that Bin Laden Recording was Fake” 
Guardian, 2/12/2003, “Bin Laden offers tips to defend Iraq” 

Hoover Institute (Stanford University), Contributor Profiles: “Angelo Codevilla” 
Huffington Post, 3/17/2009, “Osama Bin Elvis” 

New York Times, 8/19/1990, “Don’t Destroy the CIA — Renovate It,” by Angelo Codevilla 
NPR, 10/2/2008, “Ex-CIA Operative Discusses ‘The Devil We Know” 

Philadelphia Daily News, 9/16/2002, “Three-Minute Discrepancy in Tape; Cockpit Voice 
Recording Ends Before Flight 93's Official Time of Impact” 

Reuters, 2/28/2006, “Bush Says Bin Laden Tape Aided Re-Election: Report” 

Telegraph, 10/31/2004, “Bush Takes a Six-Point Lead After New Bin Laden Tape” 

The American Spectator, 3/13/2009, “Osama Bin Elvis” by Professor Angelo M. Codevilla 
The American Spectator, Authors: “Angelo Codevilla” 

Toronto Star, 12/16/2002, “Debunking the Bin Laden Tape” 

Washington Post, 1/2/1999, “Justice and Jonathan Pollard,” by Angelo Codevilla 
Washington Post, 2/1/1999, “When Seeing and Hearing Isn’t Believing” 
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CHAPTER 18 - THE PENTAGON CRASH SITE 

Summary 

(1) Flight 77 took off from Dulles near Washington D.C. at 8:20. Shortly before 9 AM, it was 
hijacked, its transponder turned off, and it did a U-turn (Com-pg. 9, NYT) inside a small, 
anomalous gap in the U.S. primary radar system, causing FAA flight controllers to lose track of it. 
Officials mysteriously acknowledged the hijackers might have known about the radar gap 
(WAPO (11/3/2001)). 


(2) Flight 77 hijacker pilot Hani Hanjour was so incompetent that he could not adequately fly a 
single-engine Cessna a month before 9/11 (WAPO (9/10/2002), Newsday). A Pan-Am flight 
school marveled that he had a commercial pilot’s license and brought him to the attention of 
the FAA five times a few months prior, but the FAA took no action (ABC (5/10/2002), CBS 
(5/10/2002), NYT). The FAA later refused to say where or how he obtained his license (WAPO 
(10/15/2001)). Despite his abject incompetence, Hanjour inexplicably performed a stunning 
aviation maneuver on 9/11 (CBS (9/11/2001), WAPO (9/10/2002, 9/12/2001)) that caused 
flight controllers to think they were observing a military jet (ABC (10/24/2001)). 


(3) The Consensus 9/11 Panel (PR Newswire, MarketWatch) and a few media outlets (Time, 
Daily Mail, London Times) skeptically questioned how Hanjour could have performed this 
maneuver. 


(4) The plane coincidentally struck the Pentagon Budget Office, destroying evidence and 
auditors (Arlington County After-Action Report, Mount Vernon Gazette) trying to reconcile 
$2.3 trillion in untraceable Defense Department transactions announced by Donald Rumsfeld 
the previous day (CBS). 


(5) Over the next 14 years, that number grew to at least $21 trillion (NYT, Nation, Forbes). 
When Congress ordered an audit of the Pentagon in 2018 (which it was legally required to do 
annually, but never did) it failed miserably when third-party corporate accounting firms found so 
many errors that completing the audit was impossible. The auditors further found that the 
Pentagon annually committed massive fraud by making up numbers (Nation). Less than one 
year later, the Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB) quietly changed federal 
agency accounting rules in the name of national security so that any of the over 150 federal 
agencies could classify all of its expenditures and show the public completely different 
expenditures (FASAB, Rolling Stone). 


(6) Extensive evidence indicated an explosion occurred at the Pentagon at 9:31 or 9:32 in the 
same location as the official 9:37 Flight 77 impact site. Evidence included eyewitness testimony 
from Secret Military Specialist April Gallop (WAPO, Reuters, PR Newswire), multiple stopped 
Pentagon clocks, eyewitness Denmark Foreign Minister Per Stig Moller, eyewitness Secretary of 
Defense for Special Operations Robert Andrews, White House Counsel/Attorney General Alberto 
Gonzales, one official FAA chronology document (Honegger), and numerous Pentagon 
employees who distinctly smelled the explosive cordite fumes instead of jet fuel (Time, 
Honegger). April Gallop attempted to sue Bush administration officials, but the suit was 
dismissed by a three-judge panel that included President Bush’s first cousin (PR Newswire). 


(7) The Pentagon withheld from the public all footage from security cameras mounted to its 
primary structure (DOD x2, San Francisco Chronicle). A number of cameras that would normally 
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have captured the Flight 77 impact were purportedly either being changed out during the attack 
or “down” to due construction or renovation projects (DOD, Washington Times). In response to 
a FOIA request, the FBI eventually publicized 5 frames from a low-quality security camera 
mounted to a nearby kiosk which showed an unidentifiable white blur followed by an explosion 
(CBS, Fox, PR Newswire). 


(8) Some media outlets and government officials (including Honegger and CIA Department 
Director Bill Christison argued that the debris, damage, and size of the hole in the Pentagon 
were inconsistent with a Boeing 757 (WAPO, Time, Daily Mail, Honegger, Christison). Honegger 
alleged that the wreckage at the Pentagon crash site was from a remote-controlled U.S. Air 
Force A-3 Sky Warrior drone that targeted the auditors of the missing $2.3 trillion. She also 
asserted that the radar blip which flight controllers thought was a military jet was precisely that 
(Honegger). 


(9) Dozens of eyewitnesses interviewed by mainstream media outlets saw an aircraft strike the 
Pentagon, with about a dozen of them specifying that they saw an American Airlines logo. Half a 
dozen described the size as being potentially consistent with a Boeing 757 (which Flight 77 was), 
while another five described the size as being significantly smaller and potentially consistent 
with a Boeing 737 and/or an A3 Sky Warrior (Albuquerque Tribune, CBS, CNN, Fox, Guardian, 
WAPO, etc.). 


(10) The Flight 77 Cockpit Voice Recorder (CVR; ie. “Black Box”) data was deemed unrecoverable 
despite its remarkably robust design for plane crash survival (NTSB, NPR). The Flight Data 
Recorder (FDR; also part of the “Black Box”) data was recoverable. However, when it was 
released (via FOIA request) and analyzed by over a dozen experienced commercial/military 
pilots in the “Pilots for 9/11 Truth” organization, the data contradicted the official flight path 
narrative in terms of both direction and altitude (PR Newswire). 


(11) The military secretly incinerated flight remains from the Pentagon impact site, leaving no 
physical evidence that it was hit by Flight 77 (WAPO, BBC, Daily Mail). The government also 
refused to publicly release an inventory of plane wreckage/debris collected (PR Newswire) and 
Senator Bob Graham, who co-chaired the 2002 Congressional Inquiry into 9/11, acknowledged 
there was a collaborative effort by federal agencies to keep information out of the public’s 
hands (BBC). 


(12) The FBI briefly released 27 crash site photos to the public after ten years, immediately 
withdrew them again before the military’s secret evidence incineration was reported, then 
released them again after another six years (ABC, Time, Politico). 


(13) Some observers theorized that aspects of 9/11 paralleled Operation Northwoods from the 
early 1960s in which the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff proposed staging commercial airliner 
hijackings, the destruction of a commercial airliner, and/or bombs detonated in U.S. cities to 
galvanize support for an invasion of Cuba (Joint Chiefs of Staff, San Francisco Chronicle, Daily 
Mail). 


(1) Sources: 
New York Times, 10/16/2001, “Transcript of American Airlines Flight 77” 


Washington Post, 11/3/2001, “Pentagon Crash Highlights a Radar Gap” 
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Daily Mail, 2/9/2007, “An Explosion of Disbelief” 
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Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 56, Classified Activities” 
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Pentagon” 
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Flight 77 Disappears In a Primary Radar Gap 

Flight 77 took off from Dulles International Airport near Washington D.C. at 8:20. Its last routine 
radio communication was at 8:51 A.M. Shortly thereafter, the hijackers took control of the 
plane. It began to deviate from its flight plan at 8:54. At 8:56, the transponder was turned off 
and the plane turned around and headed back toward Washington D.C. 


According to government officials interviewed by the Washington Post, the hijackers turned off 
the transponder within a small gap in the FAA’s primary radar coverage over the United States, 
which made their turn back toward Washington D.C. invisible to Indianapolis flight control as it 
monitored the flight. Officials told the Washington Post that timing of the transponder being 
turned off was “likely just a coincidence,” but added the caveat: 


“there is a remote possibility that the hijackers knew where to turn off the 
transponder.” 


This statement begged the question: How could the hijackers have known about the radar gap? 
Sources: 
New York Times, 10/16/2001, “Transcript of American Airlines Flight 77” 
Washington Post, 11/3/2001, “Pentagon Crash Highlights a Radar Gap” 
9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 9 


An Incompetent Hijacker Pilot Pulls off an Astounding Aviation Feat 
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Hani Hanjour was the hijacker pilot of Flight 77, which hit the Pentagon. According to the 
Washington Post (10/15/2001), records of his flight training began in 1996 when he trained for 
three months at Cockpit Resource Management (CRM) in Scottsdale, Arizona. However, Hanjour 
was such a weak student that CRM’s owner Duncan Hastie discontinued his training. Hastie later 
said, Hanjour “was wasting our resources.” Hanjour tried to return about twice per year for the 
next three years, stating that he wanted to be an airline pilot. However, Hastie refused to accept 
him and thought to himself: 


“[He’s] never going to make it.” 


In 1998, Hanjour went to Sawyer Aviation in Phoenix to use their flight simulator for a handful of 
lessons. The flight simulator manager there later said: 


“[He was] a neophyte... he came and, like a lot of guys, got overwhelmed with the 
instruments.” 


Despite Hanjour’s complete lack of competence up to this point, FAA records show he somehow 
obtained a commercial pilot's license in April of 1999. After the 9/11 attacks, FAA officials 
refused to discuss how or where he obtained it, according to the Washington Post (10/15/2001). 


In February of 2001, per the New York Times, Hanjour enrolled at a Pan Am-owned Phoenix 
flight school for commercial airliner training in an advanced simulator. However, he was such an 
awful pilot that instructors contacted the FAA to find out if his license was fake. CBS News 
(5/10/2002) clarified that the school’s managers actually reported Hanjour to the FAA “at least 
five times... because his English and flying skills were so bad.” (Demonstrated English proficiency 
was a requirement for obtaining a commercial pilot’s license.) ABC News (5/10/2002) reported 
that FAA inspector John Anthony confirmed to the school that Hanjour’s license was valid and 
even sat in the same classroom with Hanjour for one course at the school, but then took no 
further action. The FAA would not permit Anthony to be interviewed. 


In August of 2001, according to the Washington Post (9/10/2002), one month before the 9/11 
attacks, Hanjour went to the Freeway Airport in Bowie, Maryland. Per Newsday, he showed the 
instructors there his federal pilot’s license and logbook cataloging 600 hours of flying 
experience. However, after taking three lessons on a single-engine Cessna 172 and having 
trouble controlling the plane, the flight instructors decided he was not yet ready to fly the plane 
by himself. They declined to rent him one. 


Despite such an abysmal track record, on the morning of 9/11, Flight 77 executed a stunning 
tight 270-degree turn while simultaneously steeply descending 7,000 feet in two and half 
minutes to exactly ground level just as it impacted the Pentagon, per CBS (9/11/2001) and 
Washington Post (9/12/2001). The maneuver amazed experts. On the day of the attacks, CBS 
News stated: 


“Radar shows Flight 77 did a downward spiral, turning almost a complete circle and 
dropping the last 7,000 feet in two-and-a-half minutes... the complex maneuver suggests 
the hijackers had better flying skills than many investigators first believed. The jetliner 
disappeared from radar at 9:37 and less than a minute later it clipped the tops of street 
lights and plowed into the Pentagon at 460 mph.” 
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The next day, the Washington Post (9/12/2001) stated: 


“[The] pilot executed a pivot so tight that it reminded observers of a fighter jet 
maneuver. The plane circled 270 degrees to the right to approach the Pentagon from the 
west, whereupon Flight 77 fell below radar level, vanishing from controllers’ screens... 
Aviation sources said the plane was flown with extraordinary skill, making it highly likely 
that a trained pilot was at the helm...” 


One year later, the Washington Post again stated: 


“aviation experts concluded that the final maneuvers of American Airlines Flight 77 — a 
tight turn followed by a steep, accurate descent into the Pentagon -- was the work of ‘a 
great talent’... but months before the attacks... [Hanjour’s] instructors became so 
alarmed by his crude skills and limited English they notified the FAA to determine 
whether his pilot’s license was real.” 


Dulles Air traffic controller Danielle O'Brien, who watched the turn unfold in real-time on radar, 
told ABC News (10/24/2001): 


“The speed, the maneuverability, the way that he turned, we all thought in the radar 
room, all of us experienced air traffic controllers, that that was a military plane.” 


Oddly, the 9/11 Commission Report stated that Hanjour was chosen for the task of piloting 
Flight 77 because he was “the operation’s most experienced pilot.” It mentioned neither his 
inability to safely handle a one-engine Cessna one month prior, nor the irreconcilability of this 
fact with the maneuver he executed. 


Sources: 

ABC News, 10/24/2001, ““Get These Planes on the Ground’: Air Traffic Controllers Recall 
Sept. 11” 

ABC News, 5/10/2002, “FAA Received Alert About 9/11 Hijacker” 

CBS News, 9/11/2001, “Primary Target” 

CBS News, 5/10/2002, “FAA Was Alerted To Sept. 11 Hijacker” 

New York Times, 6/19/2002, “TRACES OF TERROR: THE F.B.I.; For Agent in Phoenix, the 
Cause of Many Frustrations Extended to His Own Office” 

Newsday, 9/23/2001, “Tracing the Trail of Hijackers” 

Washington Post, 9/10/2002, “Mysterious Trip to Flight 77 Cockpit” 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “On Flight 77: ‘Our Plane Is Being Hijacked’” 
Washington Post, 10/15/2001, “Hanjour a Study in Paradox” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” Ch. 7 Footnote 147, pg. 530 


Allegations that Hani Hanjour Could Not Have Flown in Such a Manner 

Some media outlets were deeply skeptical about how Flight 77 could have been piloted by such 
an incompetent pilot as Hani Hanjour. Here are several examples. In August of 2005, the Daily 
Mail stated: 
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“Still more unanswered questions surround what happened at the Pentagon in 
Washington, in the third successful terrorist attack that day... Experienced officials 
apparently watched its soeed and maneuverability and thought it must be a military 
plane.” 


“The plane that hit the Pentagon was seen to swerve at the last minute and hit an area 
of the building that was largely unoccupied — and which had just been fitted with 
reinforced external walls and blast-resistant windows. A crash into the other side would 
have killed and maimed many thousands instead of just 125.” 


In September of 2005, the Sunday Times of London stated: 


“the route taken by Hanjour... required a complex maneuver by an experienced pilot. 
Yet in 2001, when Hanjour tried to fly down the Hudson air corridor in a light aircraft, his 
trainer was so unnerved that he denied him a second run. You don’t have to be a 
conspiracy nut to see that the official account published by the 9/11 Commission is full of 


gaps.” 
In September of 2006, Time Magazine stated: 


“..could Hani Hanjour, the man supposedly at the controls, have executed the 
maneuvers that the plane performed? He failed a flight test just weeks before the 
attack.” 


In February of 2009, the Daily Mail questioned: 
“How could a rookie pilot... fly a Boeing 757 aircraft so precisely into the Pentagon?” 

In May of 2011, PR Newswire stated: 
“The Washington Post reported that the plane hitting the Pentagon was maneuvered 
‘with extraordinary skill,’ but the New York Times called the alleged pilot, Hani Hanjour, 


‘A Trainee Noted for Incompetence.’” 


In September of 2011, PR Newswire stated the following regarding the 9/11 Consensus Panel 
organization: 


“For ten years independent scholars and researchers have been investigating the 
troubling anomalies of the 9/11 official account... [such as] the airliner strike on the 
Pentagon by incompetent al-Qaeda pilot Hani Hanjour.” 


In September of 2012, Wall Street Journal’s MarketWatch stated the following regarding the 
9/11 Consensus Panel: 


“A Panel of 22 researchers into the history of 9/11... has produced 28 Consensus Points 


of ‘best evidence’ regarding the official claims of 9/11... [including] the inadequate flying 
skills of the alleged Pentagon pilot...” 
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Sources: 

Daily Mail, 8/6/2005, “9/11 on Trial” 

Daily Mail, 2/9/2007, “An Explosion of Disbelief” 

MarketWatch, 5/6/2011, “The 9/11 Hijackers: Fraud in Official Video Exhibits Uncovered 
by Expert Panel” 

PR Newswire, 9/9/2011, “New Investigative Panel Releases 13 Consensus Statements of 
Evidence Opposing the Official Account of 9/11” 

PR Newswire, 5/6/2011, “Obama Says ‘Justice Has Been Done’: Bin Laden Scholar Says 
No” 

Sunday Times, 9/4/2005, “9/11 Revealed: Challenging the Facts behind the War on 
Terror” 

Time Magazine, 9/3/2006, “Why The 9/11 Conspiracies Won’t Go Away” 


Budget Office Struck; Untraceable Transactions Grow from $2.3 to $21 Trillion 

Perhaps equally astounding to Hanjour’s maneuver was the coincidence of where the plane 
impacted — the budget office where analysts were trying to reconcile $2.3 trillion in untraceable 
transactions Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld announced the previous day, stating: 


“The adversary is... the Pentagon bureaucracy... According to some estimates we cannot 
track $2.3 trillion in transactions.” 


That Flight 77 hits the Pentagon budget office was confirmed by multiple sources. For example, 
a post-9/11 Arlington County After-Action Report stated: 


“It was also the end of the fiscal year and important budget information was in the 
damaged area.” 


Similarly, the Mount Vernon Gazette reported: 


“The plane had gone in right where [a victim] was located as part of the budget analyst 


office.” 


While the unaccounted-for $2.3 trillion might have grown into a major scandal, such budget 
concerns fell by the wayside in the wake of 9/11. Instead, the problem grew much worse. 
According to Forbes, Nation, and the New York Times, a minimum of $21 trillion of Pentagon 
financial transactions between 1998 and 2015 could not be “traced, documented, or explained”. 
The Nation and New York Times both pointed out that the untraceable transactions resulted in 
adjustments to “both the positive and the negative sides of the ledger, thus potentially netting 
each other out.” Therefore, the core issue was the utter void of transparency/accountability 
rather than any firm grasp of exactly how much money was spent on secretive and/or 
fraudulent transactions. 


Throughout that period, the Defense Department neglected to perform a single required annual 
audit for decades, congress finally ordered an independent audit in 2018. According to Nation, 
the Defense Department failed the audit after multiple third-party corporate accounting firms 
concluded that its financial records contained so many errors that completing the audit was 
impossible. The audit further showed that the Defense Department had perpetrated “massive 
fraud” by making up numbers for decades in its annual financial reports to congress. 
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Sources: 

Arlington County, 2002, “Arlington County After-Action Report on the Response to the 
September 11 Terrorist Attack on the Pentagon,” page A-86 

CBS, 1/29/2002, “The War on Waste” 

Forbes, 12/8/2017, 12/8/2017, “Has Our Government Spent $21 Trillion Of Our Money 
Without Telling Us?” 

Forbes, 7/21/2018, “Is Our Government Intentionally Hiding $21 Trillion In Spending?” 
Mount Vernon Gazette, 9/4/2002, “An Engineer’s Expertise Joins A Firefighter’s 
Nightmare” 

New York Times, 12/3/2018, “The Misleading Claim That $21 Trillion in Misspent 
Pentagon Funds Could Pay for ‘Medicare for All’” 

The Nation, 11/27/2018, “Exclusive: The Pentagon’s Massive Accounting Fraud Exposed: 
How US Military Spending Keeps Rising Even as the Pentagon Flunks its Audit.” 


154 Government Agencies Quietly Empowered to Hide True Financials from the Public 

This brief section is a worthwhile tangent, after which we will return to the topic of Flight 77 and 
the Pentagon impact. Less than a year after the Defense Department failed its 2018 audit and 
could not account for $21 trillion of expenditures, the state of federal financial transparency and 
oversight went from horrible to even more horrible. On October 4", 2018, the Federal 
Accounting Standards Advisory Board (FASAB) quietly issued a news release concerning a new 
federal accounting standard entitled, “Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 56, 
Classified Activities” or SFFAS 56. The news release stated: 


“SFFAS 56 balances the need for financial reports to be publicly available with the need to 
prevent the disclosure of classified national security information or activities... The statement 
permits 


1) an entity to modify information... if the effect of the modification does not change the 
net results of operations or [financial] position. 


2) [an] entity [may be] consolidated into another... entity, and the effect of the 
modifications may change the net results of operations and/or [financial] position.” 


3) an entity may... allow other modifications to information... and the effect of the 
modifications may change the net results of operations and/or [financial] position.” 


On the day of the release, the news cycle was dominated by partisan fighting over Brett 
Kavanaugh’s nomination to the Supreme Court. Not a single media outlet covered the FASAB 
news release, nor did any media outlet report on it in the years that followed other than a single 
January of 2019 article by Rolling Stone magazine. The article was discomforting. It pointed out 
that the Treasury Department’s definition of an “entity” as it was used in the news release: 


“includes 154 different agencies and bodies, from the Smithsonian Foundation to the 
CIA to the SEC to the Farm Credit Administration to the Railroad Retirement Board.” 


Therefore, each of these 154 agencies could now legally alter its public financial report in the 
name of “national security.” Furthermore, per Rolling Stone, the new standard “expressly allows 
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federal agencies to refrain from telling taxpayers if and when public financial statements have 
been altered.” The article quoted Michigan State professor Mark Skidmore, a perennial 
researcher of defense expenditure discrepancies, as stating: 


“The list of agencies is so long. If you don’t even know what’s been modified, why bother 
reading a summary for any of them?” 


The press release included the name and contact information of FASAB’s assistant director 
Monica Valentine for questions. When Rolling Stone asked why this accounting standard did not 
apply only to agencies with a national security mandate, Valentine replied: 


“We use a standard scope paragraph in all of our standards... It is simply more practical 
to make the standards broadly applicable.” 


Rolling Stone pointed out that the second and third points in the news release directly 
contradict the first point. The first says “the modification” cannot “change the net results” of the 
agency’s overall financial pictures or operations. However, the third says precisely the opposite 
— that “other modifications... may change the net results” of the agency’s overall financial 
picture or operations. There is no verbiage to explain the difference between “modification” in 
point one and “other modifications” in point two. When Rolling Stone asked Valentine whether 
this essentially allows for unlimited secret changes to the finances or operations of any 
government agency, she responded: 


“We cannot speculate about the changes.” 


When Rolling Stone asked Monica Valentine if a Department of Defense expenditure could 
hypothetically be moved to the Department of Housing and Urban Development, she replied: 


“Because of the classified nature of this topic, | will not respond to specific examples.” 


The new standard effectively meant two sets of government accounting books. Michigan State 
professor Mark Skidmore stated: 


“From this point forward the federal government will keep two sets of books, one 
modified book for the public and one true book that is hidden.” 


Similarly, Catherine Austin Fitts, Assistant Secretary for Housing and Urban Development under 
George H.W. Bush administration said the new standard “expressly approved[s] obfuscation of 
reporting and, in some cases, outright concealing financials.” 


Likewise, The Department of Defense Inspector General stated: 


“This approach would likely make the financial statements misleading to all but a select 
few individuals that are aware of the Interpretation.” 


Also, FASAB consultant and private financial firm Kearney & Co. said the standard would allow 
“only select individuals to view and accept” the modifications. Rolling Stone summarized: 


210 


“the new guidance...[creates] essentially a two-book system. Public statements would 
at best be unreliable, while the real books would be audited in ‘classified environment[s]’ 
by certain designated officials.” 


When Rolling Stone asked FASAB who had authority to make the secret modifications, Valentine 
replied: 


“Please contact the federal entity’s Office of the Inspector General for questions 
pertaining to who does the auditing in a classified environment.” 


By way of background, the article noted that the idea of secret budgets in American began in 
1949, via the Central Intelligence Agency Act, which shielded the agency from public financial 
disclosure, stating: 


“No Money shall be drawn from the Treasury... The sums made available to the Agency 
may be expended without regard to the provisions of law... [Furthermore,] expenditures 
[are] to be accounted for solely on the certificate of the Director...” 


In the mid-1970s, the Supreme Court by a 5-4 vote upheld the federal government’s power to 
employ secret budgets. In 1999, the rationale for secret budgets was verbalized by CIA Director 
George Tenet in this way: 


“Disclosure of the budget request reasonably could be expected to provide foreign 
governments with the United States’ own assessment of its intelligence capabilities and 
weaknesses.” 


However, a few years before this statement, the Brown-Aspin Commission, which Congress 
formed to examine intelligence-related issues, determined precisely the opposite — that 
publishing “bulk amounts of national security expenditures” did not pose any risk to national 
security. Three former CIA directors agreed with this assessment. 


Sources: 

Federal Accounting Standards Advisory Board, 10/4/2018, “News Release: FASAB Issues 
Statement of Federal Financial Accounting Standards 56, Classified Activities” 

Rolling Stone, 1/16/2019, “Has the Government Legalized Secret Defense Spending?” 


Lawsuit Alleges 9:31 Pentagon Bomb Explosion; Bush’s Cousin and Two Other Judges Dismiss 
According to PR NewsWire, Top Secret Military Specialist April Gallop was working in the 
Pentagon when an explosion stopped her watch and other clocks nearby at 9:31. Gallop 
subsequently escaped to the outside of the building through the hole created by this explosion — 
the same hole that officially was caused by Flight 77’s impact at 9:37. As she escaped, Gallop 
saw no signs of an aircraft, such as seats, luggage, metal, or human remains. The Washington 
Post stated: 


“Where was the plane?’ The scene... [contained] no aircraft wreckage; smoke and 


flames, but no jet-fuel inferno. 1 was 50 feet from the impact zone,’ Gallop says. ‘The 
engine should have been in my lap.” 
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Gallop was not the only person to make assertions of this nature. Barbara Honegger was a 
Senior Military Affairs Journalist at the Naval Postgraduate School, a White House Policy Analyst 
under President Ronald Reagan, and author of the famous 1989 political exposé, October 
Surprise. In 2006, she published an essay entitled, “The Pentagon Attack Papers,” in which she 
listed numerous points in support of the notion that a bomb exploded in the Pentagon between 
9:31 and 9:32 apart from, and possibly in addition to, an aircraft impacting the same location at 
9:37. Her points included: 


e Multiple standard-issue military clocks near the impact zone stopped between 9:31 and 
9:32, including one that was put on display at the Smithsonian Institution. 


e Denmark Foreign Minister Per Stig Moller was in Washington, D.C. building on 9/11 with 
a view of the Pentagon. According to Denmark radio interviews he gave the next day, 
Moller heard an explosion, looked out the window and the smoke rising from the 
Pentagon, then looked at his watch, which read 9:32 


e On August 27, 2002, then-White House Counsel and future Attorney General Alberto 
Gonzales gave a lecture at the Naval Postgraduate School in which he explicitly stated: 
“The Pentagon was attacked at 9:32.” 


e Four Pentagon employees, including Gallop, witnessed multiple teams of bomb-sniffing 
dogs and their K-9 handlers in camouflage uniform outside the Pentagon at 
approximately 7:30 am on 9/11. One of the witnesses, an Army auditor, said this never 
occurred before or since 9/11. 


e Honegger personally interviewed former Green Beret and then-Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Special Operations, Robert Andrews. He told Honegger that 
around 9:32, the room he was in near the impact zone was shaken violently, ceiling tiles 
fell, and smoke filled the room. 


e The FAA’s timeline document, “Executive Summary—Chronology of a Multiple Hijacking 
Crisis—September 11, 2001” lists “0932” as the time at which air traffic controllers 
reported that an aircraft had impacted the Pentagon. 

e Multiple individuals at the Pentagon said they smelled cordite after the explosion. 
Cordite is an explosive with a distinct smell that is very different from that of burning jet 
fuel. 


This last point was also highlighted by Time Magazine, which stated: 


“..Pentagon employees reported smelling cordite after the hit, the kind of high explosive 
a cruise missile carries.” 


Honegger also quoted Gallop as stating: 


“Being in the Army with the training | had, | know what a bomb sounds and acts like, 
especially the aftermath, and it sounded and acted like a bomb.” 
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Honegger ultimately laid the accusation: 


“As no ‘outside’ terrorist, al Qaeda or otherwise, could have had access to... the 
Pentagon... only domestic insiders could have pre-placed the explosives in... the 
Pentagon...” 


“The US military, not al Qaeda, had the access to plant explosives inside its own most 
heavily defended world headquarters, the Pentagon...” 


After 9/11, per PR Newswire (3/23/2011) officials told Gallop not to share her experiences in 
public. She was also emailed by a Fox News reporter who had been warned by the Pentagon not 
to interview her. 


However, in 2008, Gallop filed a lawsuit in federal court against Vice President Dick Cheney, 
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Richard Myers. 
According to PR Newswire, Reuters, and the Washington Post, the lawsuit alleged that the 
defendants were willfully complicit in the 9/11 attacks and saw them as a way to expand U.S. 
hegemony into the Middle East. 


In 2011, five days before opening arguments, one of Gallop’s three attorneys, William Veale, 
learned that former President George W. Bush’s first cousin, Judge John Walker, had been 
assigned to the case along with two other judges. Veale filed a motion to disqualify Judge 
Walker, but the motion was denied. 


Per PR Newswire, Gallop’s case relied on “photographic and other physical evidence, as well as 
the testimony of a multitude of military and civilian survivors.” However, in 2012, the court 
dismissed the lawsuit as frivolous and ordered two of Gallop’s attorneys to pay $15,000 in 
sanctions to compensate the government for having defended the case. 


Sources: 

Barbara Honegger, 9/6/2006, “THE PENTAGON ATTACK PAPERS; Seven Hours in 
September: The Clock that Broke the Lie” 

PR Newswire, 3/23/2011, “Amidst Growing World Doubts About 9/11, Career Army 
Officer Takes Bush Administration Officials to Court April 5th Represented by the Center 
for 9/11 Justice” 

PR Newswire, 4/7/2011, “Extraordinary Conflict of Interest: Bush Cousin Presides Over 
Federal Court Case Against Former Bush Administration Officials” 

Reuters, 2/2/2012, “Court Sanctions Lawyers Behind September 11 Conspiracy Case” 
Time Magazine, 9/3/2006, “Why The 9/11 Conspiracies Won’t Go Away” 

Washington Post, 9/9/2011, “After 9/11, Woman Who Was at Pentagon Remains 
Skeptical” 


DOD Withholds Footage from Pentagon-Mounted Security Cameras; Produces No Video 
Evidence of Flight 77 Impact; Some Key Cameras Are Non-Operational or Being Switched Out 
In August of 2005, the Daily Mail pointed out that security camera footage from the Doubletree 
Hotel and Citgo gas station near the Pentagon was seized “within minutes” of the Pentagon 
impact. 
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In September of 2005, in response to a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit brought against the 
FBI and Department of Justice, FBI Counterterrorism Special Agent Jacqueline Maguire 
submitted a declaration to the Washington D.C. District Court stating that she had thoroughly 
searched the FBI’s database of video footage that might have captured the Flight 77 impact. She 
initially identified 85 candidate videotapes, but dismissed 56 without viewing them based on 
documentation about them. Of the remaining 29 videotapes, she determined that only one of 
them showed the impact. The declaration stated: 


“| subsequently searched a series of FBI evidence databases... and determined that the 
FBI possessed eighty-five (85) videotapes that might be potentially responsive to 
plaintiff's FOIA... | next determined, through an examination of... written supporting 
documentation associated with each videotape, that fifty-six (56) of these videotapes did 
not show either the Pentagon building, the Pentagon crash site, or the impact of Flight 
77 into the Pentagon on September 11, 2001.” 


“I personally viewed the remaining twenty-nine (29) videotapes. | determined that 
sixteen (16) of these videotapes did not show the Pentagon crash site and did not show 
the impact of Flight 77 into the Pentagon on September 11, 2001. Out of the remaining 
thirteen (13) videotapes, which did show the Pentagon crash site, twelve (12) videotapes 
only showed the Pentagon after the impact of Flight 77. | determined that only one 
videotape showed the impact of Flight 77 into the Pentagon on September 11, 2001.” 


The declaration listed the source of the 85 videos. The vast majority were from sources other 
than the Pentagon, such as a New Jersey residence, Kinko’s surveillance cameras, media 
photographers, numerous home videos, the Reagan National Airport parking garage, a Citgo gas 
station, and a Doubletree Hotel. Thirteen were provided by the Pentagon police, 6 of which 
were blank. Only a single videotape from a security camera mounted to a kiosk on the road into 
the Pentagon Mall purported to show the Flight 77 impact. 


The omission of any footage from security cameras mounted to the exterior of the Pentagon’s 
primary structure was noticed by Robert Bowman, a former U.S. Air Force lieutenant colonel 
with a doctorate from the California Institute of Technology, who directed the “Star Wars” 
missile defense program under Presidents Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter. Per the San Francisco 
Chronicle, he asked: 


“.why the Pentagon didn't release surveillance tapes of American Airlines Flight 77 
hitting the military complex.” 


In March of 2006, according to PR Newswire, Judicial Watch and the 9/11 Consensus Panel (of 
which Robert Bowman was a part) called for the public release of the footage from all Pentagon 
surveillance tapes from the morning of 9/11, as well as footage from other private nearby 
security cameras that was seized by the FBI just after the Flight 77 impact. In May of 2006, per 
CBS News and Fox News, the Defense Department publicly released 5 frames from the 
aforementioned security camera mounted to the kiosk on the road to the Pentagon Mall. The 
frames show an unidentifiable “thin white blur” (CBS quote) followed by an explosion. 
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In December of 2006, the Defense Department released to CNN footage from the security 
camera outside the Arlington Doubletree Hotel which had been seized by the FBI. The footage 
showed an explosion, but no aircraft. No footage was ever released from security cameras 
mounted to the exterior of the Pentagon. 


In 2007, the Defense Department completed the book, “Pentagon 9/11,” which was eventually 
published in 2013. The preface described the book this way: 


“The OSD [Office of the Secretary of Defense] Historical Office initiated the project... 
more than 1,300 people... participated in oral history interviews... this account 
represents the most comprehensive effort to date to capture what occurred at the 
Pentagon on 9/11.” 


Months earlier, one of the authors — Diane Putney — interviewed the Pentagon’s head security 
camera consultant, Steve Pennington, who told Putney that there were exterior cameras in the 
vicinity of the crash site just as Bowman asserted. Some were destroyed or lost connectivity 
during impact, but this didn’t matter since the footage itself was digitally stored in the Pentagon 
Communications Center. Nevertheless, Pennington claimed that none of these cameras 
captured anything useful. Regarding his role at the Pentagon, Pennington stated: 


“lam one of the two partners that own Chesapeake [Marketing Associates, Inc.]. My 
capacity then [during 9/11] was... a consultant to... the Pentagon Force Protection 
people, mainly for security cameras...” 


Regarding two particular cameras in the crash site vicinity, Pennington stated: 
“There was a camera on the building pretty much at the point of impact which was 
destroyed immediately. It was viewing an exterior door. There was a camera on the 
Heliport that was destroyed right away as well. Those cameras weren’t able to give us 
any information; we looked and there was nothing there.” 

Likewise, “Pentagon 9/11” stated on page 153: 
“Some of the [Communications] center’s eight monitor screens mounted on a wall 
remained blank because the crash had destroyed the camera nearest to the impact site 


and cut connectivity to others.” 


When Putney asked Pennington whether he had to physically “go to those cameras and get the 
component piece that might have taken the images,” Pennington replied: 


“All the information was captured in the building.” 
Finally, Pennington revealed that other cameras that typically would have captured the Flight 77 
impact were either being changed out exactly when the impact occurred or were “down” due to 
construction or renovation projects. Pennington stated: 

“There were cameras on poles at the other end along the roadway but they were down 


for construction projects or being changed out during the process. Other cameras would 
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normally look at that area, but because that area was being renovated, a lot of the 
connectivity of those cameras and the infrastructure that allowed those cameras to be 
connected back to the building had been removed or destroyed so they weren't 
capturing images and offering fields of view.” 


Similarly, the Washington Times reported: 


“The Pentagon has told broadcast news reporters that its security cameras did not 
capture the crash. The attack occurred close to the Pentagon's heliport, an area that 
normally would be under 24-hour security surveillance, including video monitoring.” 
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(PLF), 9/7/2005, “Declaration of Jacqueline Maguire” (FBI Special Agent, 
Counterterrorism Division, Washington Field Office) 

Washington Times, 9/21/2001, “Inside the Ring” 


Media Outlets and U.S. Officials Say Flight 77 Could Not Have Made the Hole in the Pentagon 
In August of 2005, an article in the Daily Mail observed: 


“Photographs show that the hole [Flight 77] made was large enough for the fuselage of 
a Boeing 757 but not for the wings and the tail, though these supposedly disappeared 
through the gap and then vaporized... Some witnesses claim the plane they say hit the 
Pentagon was a small one, an eight — or 12-seater, and that it did not have the roar of 
an airliner but the shrill whine of a fighter plane. One witness is convinced it was a 
missile.” 


In October of 2004, the Washington Post stated: 


“..photographs taken shortly after impact... seem incompatible with damage caused by 
a jumbo jet...” 


“a perfectly round hole in a Pentagon wall where the Boeing 757 punched through... is 
less than 20 feet in diameter.” 


In August of 2006, the Seattle Post-Intelligencer reported that, according to a Scripps 
Howard/Ohio University poll, twelve percent of those polled suspected: 
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“..[the Pentagon] was struck by a military cruise missile in 2001 rather than by an 
airliner captured by terrorists.” 


In August of 2006, Bill Christison, former Director of the CIA’s Office of Regional and Political 
Analysis, wrote an essay entitled, “Stop Belittling the Theories About September 11,” in which he 


argued: 


“an airliner almost certainly did not hit The Pentagon. Hard physical evidence supports 
this conclusion; among other things, the hole in the Pentagon was considerably smaller 
than an airliner would create. The building was thus presumably hit by something 
smaller, possibly a missile, or a drone or, less possibly, a smaller manned aircraft... The 
size of the hole in the Pentagon wall still remains as valid evidence and so far seems 
irrefutable.” 


“The 9/11 Commission Report... allows readers to assume that pieces of the aircraft and 
some bodies of passengers were found in the rubble of the crash, but information so far 
released by the government does not show that such evidence was in fact found. The 
story put out by the Pentagon is that the plane and its passengers were incinerated; yet 
video footage of offices in the Pentagon situated at the edge of the hole clearly shows 
office furniture undamaged.” 


In September of 2006, Time Magazine stated: 


“the crash site doesn’t look right. There's not enough damage. The hole smashed in the 
Pentagon’s outer wall was 75 ft. wide, but a Boeing 757 has a 124-ft. wingspan. Why 
wasn't the hole wider? Why does it look so neat? Experts will tell you that the hole was 
punched by the plane's fuselage, not its wings, which sheared off on impact. But then 
what happened to the wings? And the tail and the engines? Images of the crash site 
show hardly any of the wreckage you would expect from a building that's been rammed 
by acommercial jet. The lawn, where the plane supposedly dragged a wing on approach, 
is practically pristine.” 


Finally, as we have already seen, in 2006 Barbara Honegger (Senior Military Affairs Journalist at 
the Naval Postgraduate School, a White House Policy Analyst under President Ronald Reagan, 
author of the famous 1989 political exposé, October Surprise) published an essay entitled, “The 
Pentagon Attack Papers,” in which she listed numerous points in support of the notion that a 
bomb exploded in the Pentagon between 9:31 and 9:32 apart from, and possibly in addition to, 
an aircraft impacting the same location. Honegger stated: 


“Top Secret Military Specialist April Gallop saw disturbing things up close that have not 
been reported in the media... The instant Gallop turned on her computer an enormous 


explosion blew her out of her chair... Escaping through the hole reportedly made by 
Flight 77, she saw no signs of an aircraft — no seats, luggage, metal, or human remains.” 


Honegger also argued that: 
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“the small hole in the west side of the Pentagon... [was] not nearly large enough for 
[Flight 77’s] fuselage, let alone wing width... [and there was] no damage to the lawn 
where Flight 77 allegedly struck and skidded before hitting the building.” 


She also asserted: 


“..wrecked plane parts at the site [were] identified as being from an A-3 Sky Warrior, a 
far smaller plane than that of Flight 77... Air Force A-3 Sky Warriors... were secretly 
retrofitted to be remote-controlled drones and fitted with missiles in a highly 
compartmented operation at an airport near Ft. Collins-Loveland Municipal Airport in 
Colorado in the months before 9/11.” 


She also pointed out that the Pentagon asked the “media on the morning of 9/11 not to take up- 
close images.” Combining these observations with the fact that the impact killed dozens of 
auditors investigating the missing $2.3 trillion announced the day before, Honegger raised the 
ominous question of “whether Pentagon auditors and their computerized data were 
intentionally targeted on 9/11.” 


Honegger further pointed out that NORAD General Larry Arnold, according to his own account: 
“ordered one of his jets to fly down low over the Pentagon shortly after the attack 
there that morning, and that this pilot reported back that there was no evidence that a 
plane had hit the building.” 

She then stated: 
“This fighter jet — not Flight 77 — is almost certainly the plane seen on the Dulles airport 
Air Traffic Controller’s screen making a steep, high-speed 270 degree descent before 
disappearing from the radar.” 

Honegger explained that this is why: 
“.when the Air Traffic Controller responsible for the plane and her colleagues watched 
the extremely difficult 270-degree maneuver on her screen, they were certain that the 
plane whose blip they were watching... was a US military aircraft, and said so at the 
time.” 

Honegger further explained: 
“Thus, the likely reason the Pentagon has refused to lower the current official time for 
‘Flight 77’ impact, 9:37, to 9:32 am—the actual time of the first explosions there—is that 
they decided to pretend the blip represented by Arnold’s surveillance jet approaching... 
was Flight 77.’” 


Finally, Honegger concluded: 


“A US military plane, not one piloted by al Qaeda, performed the highly skilled, high- 
speed 270-degree dive towards the Pentagon that Air Traffic Controllers on 9/11 were 
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sure was a military plane as they watched it on their screens. Only a military aircraft, not 
a civilian plane flown by al Qaeda, would have given off the ‘Friendly’ signal needed to 
disable the Pentagon’s anti-aircraft missile batteries as it approached the building.” 


Sources: 

Barbara Honegger, 9/6/2006, “THE PENTAGON ATTACK PAPERS; Seven Hours in 
September: The Clock that Broke the Lie” 

Bill Christison, 8/14/2006, “Stop Belittling the Theories About September 11” 
Daily Mail, 8/6/2005, “9/11 on Trial” 

Seattle Post-Intelligencer, 8/3/2006, “Was 9/11 an ‘Inside job’?” 

Time, 9/3/2006, “Why The 9/11 Conspiracies Won’t Go Away” 

Washington Post, 10/7/2004, “Conspiracy Theories Flourish on the Internet” 


Dozens of Interviewed Eyewitnesses See Aircraft Strike Pentagon; Lack of Consistency About 
Plane’s Size 

Dozens of eyewitnesses interviewed by mainstream media outlets saw an aircraft strike the 
Pentagon, with about a dozen of them specifying that they saw an American Airlines logo. A 
table summarizing many of these accounts is shown on the following page. Two of the witnesses 
documented in the table said the aircraft clipped lampposts on its approach and three of them 
said the plane struck the ground just before hitting the Pentagon. 


There were conflicting accounts about the size of the aircraft, which is of interest to Honneger’s 
assertion that the aircraft could have been a retrofitted A-3 Sky Warrior drone. A Boeing 757 
like Flight 77 has a minimum length of 155 feet and a wingspan of 124 feet. An A-3 Sky Warrior 
is about half that size with a minimum length of just 76 feet and a wingspan of 72 feet. 
However, an A-3 Sky Warrior is only about 20% smaller than a Boeing 737, which has a minimum 
length of 94 feet and a wingspan of 93 feet. 


Eyewitnesses Oscar Martinez, Mitch Mitchell, Robert A. Leonard, Dave Winslow, and Terrance 
Kean respectively described the aircraft they saw as “big,” “huge,” “large,” “large,” and “very 
large.” Of particular interest were the interviews of pilot Tim Timmerman by CNN and the 
Guardian, although neither outlet specified whether he was a private, commercial, or military 
pilot or the extent of his experience. Nevertheless, Timmerman told CNN: 


“| live on the 16th floor, overlooking the Pentagon, in a corner apartment, so I have quite 
a panorama... It was a Boeing 757, American Airlines, no question.” 


By contrast, eyewitnesses Meseidy Rodriguez and Allen Cleveland both described the plane as 
“mid-sized” and Steve Patterson called it a “commuter [regional] jet,” which typically has less 
than 100 seats. Further, Marine Commander Mike Dobbs and mortgage broker Jim Sutherland 
both told Scripps Howard News Service (carried by the Albuquerque Tribune) that they saw a 
“Boeing 737.” 


Finally, three eyewitnesses said they observed human beings or human remains. Pentagon 
worker Kim Flyler told the Guardian she “could see the silhouettes of people in the back two 
windows” of the aircraft, despite its airspeed of several hundred miles per hour. Likewise, James 
Cissell told the Cincinnati Post that as he sat in traffic: 
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“Out of my peripheral vision... | saw this plane coming in and it was... getting lower... | 
saw the faces of some of the passengers on board.” 


Finally, Army Staff Sgt. Mark Williams told USA Today that he “discovered the scorched bodies of 
several airline passengers... still strapped into their seats.” 
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Passengers 
I Human 
Remains 


737 | Mid- 
Sized / Small 


Tim Timmerman CNN / Guardian, 9/12/2001 
Oscar Martinez Fox 
Mitch Mitchell 


Robert A. Leonard 
| _ Dave Winslow | 
| _ Terrance Kean | 


| __ Mike Dobbs | 
Jim Sutherland Albuquerque Tribune 


Steve Patterson Washington Post, 9/11/2001, “Extensive” 


Allen Cleveland 


| _ Kim Flyler__ | Guardian, 9/7/2002 
Army Staff Sg USA Today, 9/13/2001 


Journalist, Museaum Worker Cincinatti Post 
Wa. Post, 9/11/2001, "Extensive" / Guardian, 9/12/2001 
Boston Globe 














| David Mara | 
| __OmarCampo | Guardian, 9/12/2001 
Gertrude Jeffress Washington Post, 5/26/2005 


USA Today, 9/11/2001, 9/17/2001 
Lincoln Liebner Sydney Morning Herald 
Mike Walter CNN, 9/11/2001 
Albuquerque Tribune 
Donald R. Bouchoux Retired Navy Pilot Washington Post, 9/20/2001 
| Vin Narayanan | USA Today Reporter USA Toda 
| Alan Wallace | Pentagon Firefighter Washington Post, 9/16/2001, "Portrait" 
| Fred Gaskins | USA Today Editor USA Today, 9/12/2001 
Mike Gerson White House Speech Writer Los Angeles Times 
Richard Cox Arlington Police Officer U.S. News and World Report 
| EricM.Jones | Medical Student Associated Press, 7/18/2002 
Aydan Kizildrgli Student USA Today, 9/12/2001 
Washington Post, 9/16/2001, “Terrible” 
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Sources: 

ABC Nightline, 9/11/2002, Transcript: Interview with William Lagasse of the Pentagon’s 
Defense Protective Service 

Albuquerque Tribune/ Scripps Howard News Service, 9/12/2001, “Mournful Church Bells 
Toll, Police Sirens Soar as D.C. Explodes Into Panic” 

Associated Press, 7/18/2002, “2 Pentagon Heroes of 9/11 Honored” 

BBC, 9/3/2001, “More Eyewitness Accounts of the Attack on the US” 

Boston Globe, 9/12/2001, “After Assault on Pentagon, Orderly Response” 

CBS, 9/13/2001, “The Early Show,” Interview of Colonel Mitch Mitchell 

Cincinnati Post, 9/12/2001, “I Saw the Faces of Some of the Passengers” 

CNN, 9/11/2001, “America Under Attack: Israeli Prime Minister, Foreign Minister Offer 
Condolences to the American People,” Interview of Mike Walter of “USA Today Live” 
CNN, 9/11/2001, “America Under Attack: Eyewitness Discusses Pentagon Plane Crash,” 
Transcript of Interview with Pilot Tim Timmerman 

Fox News/Associated Press, 9/11/2001, “Hijacked Planes Used in Coordinated Attacks 
Upon New York, Washington” 

Guardian, 9/12/2001, “Everyone Was Screaming, Crying, Running. It’s Like a War Zone’ 
Guardian, 9/7/2002, “Pain, Fear and Disbelief” 

Los Angeles Times, 9/11/2002, “Mike Gerson” 

Sydney Morning Herald, 9/12/2001, “Flames, Bombs Strike at Symbolic Heart of a 
Nation” 

Time, 9/12/2001, “Special Report: The Day of the Attack” 

U.S. News and World Report, 12/2/2001, “The ‘Other’ Tragedy; The Attack on the 
Pentagon Left Heroes, Victims, Survivors, Here’s Their Story” 

USA Today, 9/11/2001, “ʻI fear for my daughter’” 

USA Today, 9/12/2001, “Bush Vows Retaliation For ‘Evil Acts” 

USA Today, 9/13/2001, “Pentagon Searchers Encounter Grisly Scenes” 

USA Today, 9/17/2001, “Tomorrow Always Belongs to Us,” by Vin Narayanan (opinion) 
Washington Post, 9/11/2001, “Extensive Casualties’ in Wake of Pentagon Attack” 
Washington Post (online video), 9/11/2001, “Eyewitness to Pentagon Attack: 
Washington area residents Allen Cleveland and Meseidy Rodriguez were riding the 
metro and saw the plane that apparently crashed into the Pentagon.” 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “Loud Boom, Then Flames In Hallways” 

Washington Post, 9/16/2001, “Terrible Tuesday” 

Washington Post, 9/16/2001, “Portrait of a Day That Began in Routine and Ended in 
Ashes” 

Washington Post, 9/20/2001, “The Terrorists Cannot Kill Our Spirit’” 

Washington Post, 11/15/2001, “After Attacks, Community Rallies Around Principal” 
Washington Post, 5/26/2005, “Property’s Value Clouds Its Future” 


” 


Flight 77 Cockpit Voice Recorder Data Unrecoverable Despite Remarkably Robustness; Flight 
Data Recorder Said to Contradict Official Narrative 

According to Newsweek, three days after 9/11 two firefighters discovered the Flight 77 flight 
data recorder and cockpit voice recorder — commonly known as the “black box” — at four in the 
morning. The same day, per USA Today, the FBI was “confident the data [could] be recovered 
from both.” Their confidence was unsurprising since, according to NPR, black boxes at a 
minimum must be able to withstand a 3,400 G-force and survive flames up to 2,000 degrees 
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Fahrenheit for one hour. However, six months later the National Transportation Safety Board 
reported: 


“No undamaged or usable segments of recording tape were found in the CVR recorder.” 


On the other hand, data from the flight data recorder was purportedly recovered. In 2007, the 
organization “Pilots for 9/11 Truth” received this data in response to a Freedom of Information 
Act request. According to PR Newswire, the organization found that the data was remarkably 
inconsistent with the official Flight 77 narrative. First, the data stopped at least one second 
before impact. Second, the altitude of the aircraft was at least 300 feet higher than reported 
and should have flown right over the Pentagon. Third, the aircraft approached the Pentagon 
from a different direction than reported. 


Pilots for 9/11 Truth generated a report signed by “fifteen professional pilots with extensive 
military and commercial carrier experience,” which included a computer animation of the flight 
path described by the data. Co-founder Robert Balsamo summarized: 


“The information in the NSTB documents [containing the flight data recorder data] does 
not support, and in some instances factually contradicts, the official government position 
that American Airlines Flight 77 struck the Pentagon on the morning of September 11, 
2001.” 


Sources: 

National Transportation Safety Board, 4/30/2002, “Specialist’s Factual Report of 
Investigation: [Flight 77] Cockpit Voice Recorder” 

Newsweek, 9/27/2001, “Washington’s Heroes” 

NPR, 3/11/2014, “What Would It Take To Destroy A Black Box?” 

PR Newswire, 6/21/2007, “New Study from Pilots for 9/11 Truth: No Boeing 757 Hit the 
Pentagon” 

USA Today, 9/14/2001, “Searchers Find Pentagon Black Boxes” 


Remains of Flights 77 and 93 Secretly Incinerated; No Public Release of Inventory 

In July and August of 2002, per the Washington Post, a series of secret memos produced by the 
Air Force and Army gave orders for remains from Flight 77 and Flight 93 to be incinerated. The 
article stated: 


“The report cites Army and Air Force memos from July and August 2002 directing that an 
unspecified number of ‘remains from the Attack on the Pentagon’ be incinerated... The 
report indicates that unidentified remains from the hijacking of United Airlines Flight 93, 
which crashed in Shanksville, were disposed of in a similar manner.” 


In August of 2005, the Daily Mail reported that: 
“After most air disasters, the wreckage of the planes is meticulously gathered up and 
pieced together in search of clues... [yet] no evidence has ever been produced from the 


wreckage to prove that it was Flight 77 that hurtled into the side of the Pentagon at 
350mph.” 
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In March of 2006, PR Newswire reported that Judicial Watch and the 9/11 Consensus Panel filed 
a Freedom of Information Act request with the Defense Department to publicize a complete 
inventory of the plane wreckage and debris from the four hijacked flights of 9/11. 


In August of 2006, former Director of the CIA’s Office of Regional and Political Analysis, Bill 
Christison, wrote an essay in which he stated: 


“[The wording of the 9/11 Commission causes] readers to assume that pieces of the 
aircraft and some bodies of passengers were found in the rubble of the [Flight 77] 
crash... [But] information so far released by the government does not show that such 
evidence was in fact found. The story put out by the Pentagon is that the plane and its 
passengers were incinerated [upon impact...” 


In February of 2007, the BBC reported that “trying to prove or disprove these alternative 
theories [regarding Flight 77 and Flight 93] is not easy” because “we found that simple requests, 
such as asking to see the plane wreckage of flight United 93 at Shanksville, or flight American 
Airlines 77 at the Pentagon, were refused after months of delay by the authorities.” The same 
report also quoted Senator Bob Graham, who co-chaired the 2002 Congressional Inquiry into 
9/11, as stating that there was “collaboration of efforts among agencies and the administration 
to keep information out of the public’s hands.” 


Sources: 

BBC News, 2/14/2007, “9/11 Questions” 

Bill Christison, 8/14/2006, “Stop Belittling the Theories About September 11” 

Daily Mail, 2/9/2007, “An Explosion of Disbelief” 

PR Newswire, 3/1/2006, “Experts Call for Release of 9/11 Evidence” 

Washington Post, 2/28/2012, “Portions of 9/11 Victims’ Remains Taken to Landfill, 
Report Says” 


FBI Briefly Releases Crash Site Photos 10 Years After 9/11, Withdraws, Then Releases Again 
After Another Six Years 

In March of 2017, fifteen and a half years after 9/11, the FBI publicly released 27 photos from 
the Pentagon crash site. The release was covered by numerous media outlets, including ABC, 
Time, and Politico. Most of the photos showed first responders, cleanup crews, and/or damaged 
sections of the Pentagon. However, three of the photos purported to show pieces of metal 
debris with parts of an American Airlines logo. 


Strangely, ABC News noted that the FBI briefly released the same photos in 2011, but then 
quickly removed them from its website. This was the year before the Washington Post broke the 
story that the military secretly incinerated Flight 77 remains in 2002. None of the outlets 
covering the 2017 photo release mentioned the incineration or that prior requests for debris 
access or a debris inventory had been rejected. 


Sources: 

ABC News, 3/31/2017, “FBI Re-Releases 9/11 Pentagon Photos” 

Time, 3/31/2017, “FBI Releases Never-Before-Seen Photos From 9/11 Pentagon Attack” 
Politico, 3/31/2017, “FBI Releases Never-Before-Seen Photos From 9/11 Pentagon 
Attack” 
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U.S. Officials Propose Staged Bombings, Hijackings, Downed Airliner to Justify Cuba Invasion; 
Decades Later, Some Theorize 9/11 Parallels 

In March of 1962, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff prepared a memorandum for the Defense 
Secretary which recommended various “false flag” scenarios for galvanizing public support for 
an invasion of Cuba. It was called “Operation Northwoods.” Some of the recommendations have 
been likened to aspects of 9/11 such as the loss of life, the hijacking of airliners, or the 
destruction of airliners. 


For example, the fourth recommendation was to “develop a Communist Cuban terror campaign 
in the Miami area, in other Florida cities and even in Washington,” which included “exploding a 
few plastic bombs in carefully chosen spots... and the release of prepared documents 
substantiating Cuban involvement.” 


The seventh recommendation was to give the appearance of the Cuban government condoning 
repeated “hijacking attempts against [U.S.] civilian air... craft” by Cuban terrorists. 


The eighth recommendation was to fill a civilian aircraft secretly belonging to the CIA with 
military personnel that had been given “carefully prepared aliases,” such as “a group of college 
students off on a holiday.” Then an identical “duplicate [plane] would be substituted for the 
actual civil aircraft” which had been “converted to a drone.” The two planes would then 
“rendezvous south of Florida,” the populated plane would secretly land in “an auxiliary field at 
Eglin AFB,” and the “drone aircraft meanwhile will continue to fly the filed flight plan.” 


Finally, the drone would transmit over the “the international distress frequency a ‘MAY DAY’ 
message stating he is under attack by Cuban MIG aircraft.” The transmission would then be 
“interrupted by destruction of the aircraft which will be triggered by radio signal.” Thus, radio 
stations in the Western Hemisphere would “tell the US what has happened to the aircraft 
instead of the US trying to ‘sell’ the incident.” 


In August of 2005, the Daily Mail pointed out that some observers theorized some aspects of 
9/11 could have paralleled Operation Northwoods. Likewise, in March of 2006, the San 
Francisco Chronicle reported that 9/11 Consensus Panel member, Nobel Prize nominee, 
Theology professor David Raye Griffin pointed to Operation Northwoods as “historical evidence 
the U.S. government was capable of contriving false flags. 


” 


Sources: 

Daily Mail, 8/6/2005, “9/11 on Trial” 

San Francisco Chronicle, 9/3/2006, “The Conspiracy to Rewrite 9/11” 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff, 3/13/1962, “Wemorandum for the Secretary of Defense; 
Subject: Justification for US Military Intervention in Cuba,” A.K.A “Northwoods” 
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CHAPTER 19 - THE PENNSLYVANIA CRASH SITE 

Summary 

(1) Varying sources put the Flight 93 crash time sometime between 10:03 and 10:10. This was an 
eternity for an air disaster since timelines are ordinarily dissected to the thousandth of a second 
(New York Observer). Early mainstream media reports unanimously said 10:10 (NYT, CNN, 
WAPO). This was based in part on interviews of flight controllers from multiple FAA regions 
(New York Observer). The FAA almost a year later said 10:07 (FAA). DOD-contracted 
seismologists concluded 10:06 (San Francisco Chronicle, Daily Mail-Morgan, Philadelphia Daily 
News). However, the 9/11 Commission said 10:03 (Com-30, 461-462 FN 168), based partly ona 
cockpit voice recorder tape which came under tampering allegations, as we will discuss shortly. 
An authoritative researcher of anti-official Flight 93 arguments is Rowland Morgan, former 
journalist for the Independent and Guardian and co-author of the 2006 book, “Flight 93: What 
Really Happened On The Heroic 9/11 ‘Let’s Roll’ Flight,” which was adapted for an August of 
2006 article he wrote for the Daily Mail. This article will be cited frequently (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(2) The Flight 93 crash site was a crater in the ground with some trash and no recognizable plane 
parts such as an engine, tail, wings, or large fuselage parts. Numerous witnesses said it 
resembled a tiny commercial dumpsite and contained no discernable indicators that it was a 
plane crash site (AP, WAPO, CNN, Boston Globe, Newseum, Daily Mail-Morgan, Independent, 
Philadelphia Daily News, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, Pittsburgh Tribune-Review). The plane was 
said to have completely incinerated upon impact (Independent), but some plane crash experts 
were baffled by the lack of wreckage (Daily Mail-Morgan). Despite the incineration narrative, 
the FBI belatedly announced that it had recovered a red bandana and a passport belonging to 
the hijackers, which were presented in the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(3) Debris fields from the Flight 93 crash were found two, six, and eight miles away from the 
main crash site. Several witnesses saw trash raining down from the sky like confetti for miles, 
including clothes, books, paper, and human remains (Reuters, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review). The FBI cordoned off three and six to eight mile wide areas to 
search for evidence (CNN). A one-ton engine piece was found over a mile away from the crash 
site (Independent, Philadelphia Daily News, Daily Mail-Morgan). A piece of fuselage the size of 
a dining room table was recovered two miles from the crash site (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(4) Several local residents heard a missile, whistling, and/or loud explosions just before Flight 93 
went down (WAPO, Boston Globe, Philadelphia Daily News). Other witnesses saw smoke 
trailing from the flight (Mirror). Others saw an F-16 fire missiles and catch one of Flight 93’s 
engines before it plummeted (Daily Mail-Morgan). However, a smaller number of additional 
witnesses said they saw the plane dive into the ground intact with nothing wrong with it, 
including a local scrap yard worker who was widely reported to have been the nearest 
eyewitness of all (Philadelphia Daily News, Daily Mail-Morgan). However, those witnesses 
strangely omitted from their narratives the well-established fact that the plane (or Flight Data 
Recorder) was upside when it impacted (Daily Mail-Morgan, NYT, USA Today). 


(5) The FBI initially did not rule out a shoot down, despite vigorous military denials (Reuters). 
However, the next day the FBI switched positions and said there was nothing inconsistent about 
the crash site with the plane going into the ground intact (Pittsburgh Tribune Review, 
Independent), despite strong doubts expressed by aviation experts (Independent, Daily Mail- 
Morgan). 
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(6) When the FBI was forced in April of 2002 to let the relatives of the deceased listen to the 
cockpit voice recorder tape, it ended with struggling sounds followed by a loud rushing sound 
(Philadelphia Daily News, Daily Mail-Morgan). However, when the judge of the 2006 Zacarias 
Moussaoui trial ordered the FBI to play it to the jury, it ended with the hijackers shouting praises 
to Allah (CNN). This added to the already-present allegations of tape-tampering and suggestions 
that the rushing sound resulted from a hole in the plane caused by a missile strike. Interestingly, 
unlike the other three hijacked flights of 9/11, the FBI was in charge of the Flight 93 
investigation rather than the National Transportation Safety Board (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


(7) One dozen witnesses saw a low-flying, small, white, unmarked military-style jet flying in the 
vicinity before Flight 93 crashed. After the crash, the plane circled the crash site and departed 
(Philadelphia Daily News, Mirror, Independent, Daily Mail-Morgan). The description fit planes 
used by U.S. Customs for aerial drug shipment interdictions (Independent). The FBI initially 
denied any other planes were in the area at the time of the crash (Mirror, Independent, Daily 
Mail-Morgan). However, after numerous witnesses came forward over the next few days 
following the attacks, the FBI backtracked and announced that a Fairchild Falcon 20 business jet 
was asked by the military to descend from 37,000 ft to 5,000 ft to assist emergency responders 
by providing crash site coordinates (Pittsburg Post-Gazette, Independent, Daily Mail-Morgan). 


This explanation did not harmonize with the witnesses’ accounts of a military jet that flew very 
low to the ground and was in the area before Flight 93 crashed. Furthermore, this was more 
than half an hour after all non-military aircraft in the United States had been ordered to land at 
the nearest airport due to the unfolding 9/11 attacks. Therefore, it was made no sense for the 
military to ask an unlawfully airborne civilian jet for such help at a moment when no one knew 
whether there were additional hijacked aircraft in the sky (Independent, Philadelphia Daily 
News). Furthermore, such help was unnecessary due to the extremely high density of 
emergency phone calls emanating from near the crash site (Daily Mail-Morgan). Finally, neither 
the FBI nor the military ever identified the pilot or the passengers aboard the purported 
Fairchild Falcon 20, nor did any come forward (Independent, Philadelphia Daily News). 


(8) Minutes before the Flight 93 crash, passenger Edward Felt called 911 from his cell phone and 
told the dispatch supervisor Glenn Cramer that there had been an explosion and white smoke 
was coming from the plane (AP, CNN, WAPO, Philadelphia Daily News). Felt’s wife and family 
members later listened to the call and confirmed this (Pittsburgh Post-Gazette) after the New 
York Times lied and claimed she said the opposite (NYT). FBI agents immediately confiscated the 
tape of Felt’s 911 call (WAPO) and Cramer was legally gagged (Mirror, Independent) after 
briefly speaking to the media about what he heard. 


(9) Local electricity flickered and went out before and/or during the Flight 93 crash. Contrasting 
claims attributed this to either to a fighter jets’ weapons system’s electromagnetic pulsing or 
the shock wave sent from the impact site (Pittsburgh Tribune-Review). Others suggested Flight 
93 could have been brought down using a militarized electromagnetic interference system since 
the FBI acknowledged there was also a C-130 Air Force cargo plane within 25 miles of Flight 93 
when it crashed and at least twenty-eight C-130 Air Force cargo planes were known to be 
equipped with this technology (Independent, New York Times Magazine). 
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(10) In July and August of 2002, the Air Force and Army secretly incarnated remains from Flight 
93 (WAPO), resulting in subsequent rejected requests by the media to observe plane wreckage, 
debris, or an inventory of these things (BBC, PR Newswire). Regarding this action, Senator Bob 
Graham, Chairman of the 2002 Congressional Inquiry into 9/11 acknowledged that federal 
agencies were collaborating to keep information out of the public’s hands (BBC). 
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Flight 93 Crash Time Is Highly Disputed 

Early mainstream media reports put the Flight 93 crash at 10:10. Examples include reports by 
CNN, the Washington Post, and the New York Times. The New York Observer commented that 
the New York Times established their timeline by “drawing on flight controllers in more than one 
F.A.A. facility.” 


The FAA, in a press release almost one year after the attacks, put the crash at 10:07. The 9/11 
Commission Report concluded 10:03, but with the caveat: 


“The precise crash time has been the subject of some dispute.” 


The footnote (footnote 168, pgs. 461-462) to this statement said the 9/11 Commission based its 
conclusion on a combination of flight recorder data, cockpit voice recorder data, infrared 
satellite data, and traffic control transmissions. But it also acknowledged that this did not agree 
with seismograph data it reviewed. According to the Philadelphia Daily News 


“a written study commissioned by the Department of Defense - carried out by 
seismologists from Columbia University and the Maryland Geological Survey - also 
determined impact was at 10:06:05.” 


Similarly, Rowland Morgan, former journalist for the Independent and Guardian and co-author 
of the 2006 book, “Flight 93: What Really Happened On The Heroic 9/11 ‘Let’s Roll’ Flight,” said 
in an August of 2006 article he wrote for the Daily Mail: 


“Seismic records, consolidated from four seismology stations in the region, originally 


pegged the impact time at 10.06am. It was only later that the Pentagon and the 9/11 
Commission decreed that the correct impact time to have been at 10.03am.” 
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Likewise, the San Francisco Chronicle interviewed one of the seismologists of the 
aforementioned DoD study, Columbia University seismologist Won-Young Kim. Kim said: 


“nearby instruments did determine the exact time when... Flight 93, hit the ground 
near Shanksville, Pa... It occurred exactly five one-hundredths of a second past 10:06” 


However, the aforementioned 9/11 Commission footnote asserted that the seismic data the 
seismologists used was too weak. It also stated that Won-Young Kim later backtracked in an e- 
mail sent to the 9/11 Commission the same month the final report was released. This timing 
suggests the 9/11 Commission informed Kim at the last moment that his study had been 
overruled and offered him a way to save face via an accommodating e-mail. The footnote 
stated: 


“the seismic data on which they based this estimate are far too weak... one of the 
study’s principal authors now concedes that ‘seismic data is not definitive for the impact 
of UA 93.’ Email from Won-Young Kim to the Commission... July 7, 2004...” 


In any event, such a wide timing discrepancy for a commercial airliner crash was practically 
unheard of before Flight 93. The New York Observer summarized: 


“The official impact time according to NORAD... is 10:03 a.m. Later, U.S. Army 
seismograph data gave the impact time as 10:06:05. The F.A.A. gives a crash time of 
10:07 a.m. And The New York Times, drawing on flight controllers in more than one 
F.A.A. facility, put the time at 10:10 a.m... In terms of an air disaster, seven minutes is 
close to an eternity... National Transportation Safety Board [personnel]... ordinarily 
dissect the timeline to the thousandth of a second.” 


Furthermore, the cockpit voice recorder, which ended at 10:03 and upon which the 9/11 
Commission partly based its conclusion, contained a bizarre anomaly. The FBI kept the contents 
of the voice recorder secret until it was forced in April of 2002 to let the relatives of the 
deceased listen to it under heavy security. When they did, they reported that there was no 
sound of impact, as is typically the case after such a crash according to Philadelphia Daily News. 
Rather, the tape ended with a “rushing sound” and then went silent. Then, in yet another twist, 
when the judge of the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial ordered the FBI to enter the recording as 
evidence, it ended completely differently — with the hijackers shouting praises to Allah, per CNN. 
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Flight 93 Crash Site Completely Devoid of Plane Wreckage 

According to numerous eyewitnesses quoted both in the media and in a 9/11 journalism- 
themed book published by the Washington D.C.-based journalism-themed nonprofit 
“Newseum” (forward written by NBC News anchor Tom Brokaw), the Flight 93 crash site was 
completely devoid of plane wreckage. 


For example, the Newseum quoted Jon Meyer, a reporter with WJAC-TV, as stating: 
“I was able to get right up to the edge of the crater.... All I saw was a crater filled with 
small, charred plane parts. Nothing that would even tell you that it was the plane.... 
There were no suitcases, no recognizable plane parts, no body parts. The crater was 
about 30 to 35 feet deep.” 

Likewise, it quoted Scott Spangler, a photographer with a local newspaper, as stating: 
“| didn’t think | was in the right place. | was looking for a wing or a tail. There was 
nothing, just this pit.... | was looking for anything that said tail, wing, plane, metal. There 
was nothing.” 


CNN/Associated Press quoted eyewitness Mark Stahl as stating: 


“There’s a crater gouged in the earth, the plane is pretty much disintegrated. There’s 
nothing left but scorched trees.” 


The Pittsburgh Post-Gazette quoted Frank Monaco of the Pennsylvania State Police as stating: 


“If you would go down there, it would look like a trash heap. There’s nothing but tiny 
pieces of debris. It’s just littered with small pieces.” 


It also quoted eyewitness Ron Delano as stating: 


“If they hadn’t told us a plane had wrecked, you wouldn’t have known. It looked like it hit 
and disintegrated.” 


The Pittsburg Tribune-Review quoted Pennsylvania State police Major Lyle Szupinka as stating: 
“If you were to go down there, you wouldn’t know that was a plane crash. You would 
look around and say, ‘I wonder what happened here?’ ...The best I can describe it is if 


you've ever been to a commercial landfill... You have papers blowing around and bits and 
pieces of shredded metal.” 
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The Washington Post stated: 


“(Coroner] Wally Miller... was stunned at how small the smoking crater looked, he says, 
‘like someone took a scrap truck, dug a 10-foot ditch and dumped all this trash into it.” 


The Boston Globe stated: 


“The Boeing 757... creat[ed] a crater nearly 20 feet wide and 15 feet deep... It left a 
charred image burnt into the tall grass, but nothing recognizable as an airplane. Captain 
Frank Monaco, commanding officer of the Pennsylvania State Police, said nothing larger 
than a telephone book remained.” 


The Independent said the apparent lack of large debris was attributable to a 500 mph impact 
which caused the plane to be “disintegrated into pieces no bigger than two inches long.” 


Alternatively, the Philadelphia Daily News reported over two months after 9/11 that “much of 
the wreckage was found buried 20-25 feet below the large crater.” 


However, Rowland Morgan, former journalist for the Independent and the Guardian, and co- 
author of the 2006 book, “Flight 93: What Really Happened On The Heroic 9/11 ‘Let’s Roll’ 
Flight,” said even after the site was fully excavated, investigators did not find “any significant 
debris.” In an August of 2006 article he wrote for the Daily Mail, he stated: 


“the absence of any significant debris — including tail and wings — bewildered... some 
crash experts. They found it hard to believe that an airliner up to 155ft long, with two 
engines each weighing more than six tons, could have penetrated the ground so 
completely as to utterly disappear... only a one-ton segment of an engine was ever 
recovered, again more than a mile from the crash site.” 


Despite the purported incineration, the FBI belatedly announced that it had recovered a red 
bandana and a passport belonging to the hijackers, which were presented in the 2006 Zacarias 
Moussaoui trial, per Morgan. 


Sources: 

Boston Globe, 9/12/2001, “Frantic 911 Call Preceded Crash Outside Pittsburgh” 
CNN/Associated Press, 9/11/2001, “Hijacked Passenger Called 911 on Cell Phone” 
Daily Mail, 8/19/2006, “Flight 93 ‘Was Shot Down’ Claims Book,” by Rowland Morgan 
Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered Questions: The Mystery of Flight 93” 
Newseum (Washington D.C. based journalism-themed nonprofit organization), 
7/16/2002, “Running Toward Danger: Stories Behind the Breaking News of 9/11” 
(forward by Tom Brokaw) 

Philadelphia Daily News, 11/15/2001, “We Know It Crashed, But Not Why: FBI is Silent, 
Fueling ‘Shot Down’ Rumors” 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 9/12/2001, “Outside Tine Shanksville, A Fourth Deadly Stroke” 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, 9/12/2001, “Homes, Neighbors Rattled by Crash” 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, 9/12/2001, “Scene of Utter Destruction” 

Washington Post, 5/12/2002, “Hallowed Ground” 


233 


Flight Debris Disperses Up to Eight Miles, Some Locals Allege Shoot Down, FBI Denies 
After Flight 93 went down, debris fields were found two, six, and even eight miles away from the 
main crash site. Reuters reported: 


“Pennsylvania state police officials said on Thursday debris from the plane had been 
found up to 8 miles (13 km) away in a residential community where local media have 
quoted residents as speaking of... burning debris falling from the sky.” 


Likewise, the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette reported the following: 


“[Local residents and employees] reported what appeared to be crash debris floating in 
Indian Lake, nearly six miles from the immediate crash scene. 


The same outlet also said employees of the Indian Lake Marina 1.5 miles from the crash site: 


“Saw a Cloud of confetti-like debris descend on the lake and nearby farms minutes after 
hearing the explosion that signaled the crash.” 


Marina employee Carol Delasko said she saw a cloud of debris that “stretched several hundred 
feet across rising about 200 feet into the air moments after the crash,” and “it just looked like 
confetti raining down all over the air above the lake.” Nearby resort secretary Theresa Weyant 
said, “You looked up and it and you saw shiny stuff floating in the sky... like confetti.” Local 
resident Terry Lowery said, “/t just looked like it was raining down.” Bags full of debris collected 
by employees and residents included “clothing, books, papers, and what appeared to be human 
remains.” 


CNN reported that the FBI cordoned off both a three-mile wide area and a six to eight mile area 
around the crash site to search for evidence. 


The Independent reported that a one-ton engine piece was found over a mile away from the 
crash site. The Philadelphia Daily News said regarding the engine: 


“That information is intriguing to shoot-down theory proponents, since the heat-seeking, 
air-to-air Sidewinder missiles aboard an F-16 would likely target one of the Boeing 757’s 


two large engines.” 


The biggest piece of debris found, according to the Independent and Daily Mail, was a piece of 
fuselage the size of a dining room table recovered two miles from the crash site. 


Interestingly, several local residents claimed to have heard a missile or other strangle sounds 
just before Flight 93 went down. For example, the Boston Globe reported: 


“Witness Joe Wilt, 63, said he heard a whistling like a missile, then a loud boom as he 
stood in the doorway of his Shanksville home across the road from the site.” 


The Washington Post quoted local resident Tom Fritz, who lived a quarter-mile from the crash 
site, as stating: 
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“(The sound] wasn’t quite right... It was sort of whistling... It was going so fast that you 
couldn't even make out what color it was... The first thing | thought it was, was a 
missile.” 


According to the Philadelphia Daily News, Ernie Stuhl, the mayor of Shanksville, said: 


“| know of two people... that heard a missile. They both live very close, within a couple of 
hundred yards... One fellow served in Vietnam and he says he’s heard them, and he 
heard one that day.” 


The same article quoted local resident Laura Temyer (who was also interviewed by the FBI) as 
stating: 


“I heard like a boom and the engine sounded funny. | heard two more booms — and then 
| did not hear anything. I think the plane was shot down.” 


The Philadelphia Daily News reported that some witnesses interviewed immediately after the 
crash said “the engine seemed to race but then went eerily silent” during the plane’s final 
descent. The Mirror reported that “other witnesses” saw “smoke and flames trailing from Flight 
93 as it fell from the sky, indicating a possible explosion aboard.” 


Rowland Morgan went even farther. In a short adaptation from his book, he wrote for the Daily 
Mail: 


“[Witnesses] claim they saw an F-16 move closer in and fire what were probably two 
Sidewinder missiles, one of them catching at least one of the Boeing’s huge engines, 


1” 


after which the ‘plane dropped like a stone’. 


He further added that there were officially three F-16’s over Washington by 9:40, over twenty 
minutes before Flight 93’s crash, which could have reached Shanksville, Pennsylvania in minutes. 


However, the testimonies of other witnesses seemed to contradict the missile theory. For 
example, the Philadelphia Daily News interviewed local resident Linda Shepley who said she saw 


a plane wobbling about at about 2,500 feet and then dive into the ground. She then stated: 


“It's not true. If it had been shot down, there would have been pieces flying, but it was 
intact - there was nothing wrong with it.” 


Likewise, local farmer Nevin Lambert said: 
“I didn't see no smoke, nothing.” 
Local scrapyard worker Lee Purbaugh was possibly the nearest eyewitness of all. His testimony 


was cited by the Philadelphia Daily News, the Independent, and the Mirror, among others. He 
told the first outlet: 
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“There was an incredibly loud rumbling sound and there it was, right there, right above 
my head — maybe 50ft up... | saw it rock from side to side then, suddenly, it dipped and 
dived, nose first, with a huge explosion, into the ground. | knew immediately that no one 
could possibly have survived.” 


However, Rowland Morgan skeptically pointed out: 


“Not once did Purbaugh mention the plane being upside down, as the 9/11 Commission, 
the FBI, and the Pentagon all maintained it was.” 


(The upside crash was also reported by media outlets such as USA Today and the New York 
Times.) 


Also, while Shepley and Purbaugh said they saw the plane dive at a steep angle, other witnesses 
said it was still flying relatively level very low altitudes. Examples, per Morgan, include Terry 
Butler at about 500 feet and Eric Peterson at about 300 feet. 


In a September 13" article entitled, “FBI Does Not Rule Out Shootdown of Penn. Airplane,” 
Reuters reported that: 


“Federal investigators said... they could not rule out the possibility that... [Flight 93] was 
shot down... [even though the] Defense Department... vigorously denied reports 
suggesting the U.S. military could have downed the hijacked flight...” 


However, the next day the Pittsburgh Tribune Review (headline: “Crash Debris Found 8 Miles 
Away”) paraphrased and quoted FBI Special Agent Bill Crowley: 


“..Crowley said experts from the National Transportation Safety Board had checked 
weather reports and determined that lightweight materials might well have traveled 
over the mountain by a southwest wind that reached a speed of 9 knots. ‘The NTSB says 
it is not only plausible, but probable...’” 


No mention was made of the one-ton engine piece found over a mile away or the large fuselage 
piece two miles from the crash site. The Independent quoted the FBI as ultimately concluding: 


"Nothing was found that was inconsistent with the plane going into the ground intact." 


Nevertheless, aviation experts interviewed by the Independent were “very doubtful” of the FBI’s 
explanation. Likewise, Rowland Morgan skeptically commented: 


“The FBI also claimed metal fragments found up to eight miles away could have been 
carried there by the wind, even though the breeze was very light.” 


We have already seen that the 9/11 Commission, citing the cockpit voice recorder among other 
sources, said that Flight 93 crashed at 10:03 despite seismology stations in the region putting 
the crash as at 10:06. We further saw that the FBI kept the contents of the voice recorder secret 
until it was forced in April of 2002 to let the relatives of the deceased listen to it under heavy 
security. The relatives reported that the tape ended with struggling sounds followed by a loud 
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“rushing sound.” The tape then went silent at 10:03 with no sound of impact. However, when 
the judge of the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial ordered the FBI to play the recording as 
evidence, it ended completely differently — with the hijackers shouting praises to Allah. 


Accounting for all this, Morgan considered that the crash really did take place at 10:06, but the 
final three minutes of the tape were edited out. He said the alternative ending played during the 
Moussaoui trial “confirmed suspicions of tape tampering” for many skeptics and asked whether 
the rushing sound heard by the relatives could “have been made by the plane being holed [by a 
missile]?” Finally, Morgan drew attention to the fact that, unlike the other three hijacked flights 
of 9/11, the FBI was in charge of the Flight 93 investigation rather than the National 
Transportation Safety Board. 
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Witnesses See Low-Flying Military Style Jet; FBI Says Unnamed Civilian Jet Assisted Military 
Despite Grounding Orders 

According to Rowland Morgan, a total of 12 witnesses saw a low-flying, small, white, unmarked 
military-style jet flying in the vicinity before Flight 93 crashed. After the crash, the plane circled 
the crash site and departed. The Independent pointed out that US Customs used planes fitting 
this description to execute aerial drug shipment interdictions. 
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Local resident Susan Mcelwain was driving near her home two miles from the site. She told the 
Daily Mirror: 


“It came right over me, | reckon just 40 or 50 ft above my mini-van... A few seconds later 
| heard this great explosion and saw this fireball rise up over the trees... [from] Flight 
93... The [first] plane | saw was heading right to the point where Flight 93 crashed and 
must have been there at the very moment it came down... It was white with no markings 
but it was definitely military, it just had that look. It had two rear engines, a big fin on 
the back... and with two upright fins at the side... It definitely wasn't one of those 
executive jets.” 


Indian Lake Marina employee Tom Spinelli, a mile and a half away from the crash site, told the 
Daily Mirror: 


“I saw the white plane. It was flying around all over the place like it was looking for 
something. | saw it before and after the crash.” 


Nearby eyewitness Mark Decker told the Morgan: 


“As soon as we looked up we saw a mid-sized jet flying low and fast. It appeared to 
make a loop or part of a circle, and then it turned fast and headed out... It had to be 
flying real close when that 757 went down.” 


Jim Brant, owner of the Indian Lake Marina, saw the white plane circling the crash site 
immediately after seeing a fireball rise into the air. He then stated, per Morgan: 


“It reminded me of a fighter jet.” 


However, Lee Purbaugh, who served three years in the Navy, said he saw the white plane but 
did not believe it was military, per the Independent. His rationale for this belief was not 
reported. 


The FBI initially denied any other planes were in the area at the time of the crash. However, 
after numerous witnesses came forward over the next few days, regional media outlets such as 
the Pittsburg Post Gazette and Pittsburgh Channel 9 News reported that the FBI had announced 
that there actually were two other aircraft within 25 miles at the time of the crash. One was a C- 
130 military cargo plane. The other was a Fairchild Falcon 20 business jet which the military 
asked to descend from 37,000 ft to 5,000 ft to assist emergency responders by providing crash 
site coordinates. 


This explanation did not harmonize with the accounts of witnesses who said the white plane 
they saw had the appearance of a military jet, flew very low to the ground, and was in close 
proximity before the crash. 


Furthermore, the Independent pointed out that this was more than half an hour after all non- 


military aircraft in the United States had been ordered to land at the nearest airport due to the 
unfolding 9/11 attacks. Therefore, it seemed extremely unlikely that the military would ask for 
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such assistance from an unlawfully airborne civilian jet at a moment when no one knew whether 
there were additional hijacked aircraft in the sky. The Philadelphia Daily News echoed: 


“Officials have never identified the pilot nor explained why he was still airborne roughly 
30 minutes after the government ordered all aircraft to land at the closest airport.” 


Finally, neither the FBI nor the military ever identified the pilot or the passengers aboard the 
purported Fairchild Falcon 20, nor did any come forward publicly on their own initiatives. 
Morgan added that asking for such help was completely unnecessary due to the extremely high 
density of emergency phone calls emanating from near the crash site. 


Per the Mirror, Eyewitness Susan Mcelwain later bemoaned: 


“The FBI came and talked to me and said there was no plane around. Then they changed 
their story and tried to say it was a plane taking pictures of the crash 3,000ft [actually 
5,000] up. But I saw it and it was there before the crash and it was 40 ft above my head. 
They did not want my story...” 


Sources: 

Daily Mail, 8/19/2006, “Flight 93 ‘Was Shot Down’ Claims Book,” by Rowland Morgan 
Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered Questions: The Mystery of Flight 93” 

Mirror, 9/12/2002, “What Did Happen to Flight 93?” 

Philadelphia Daily News, 11/15/2001, “We Know It Crashed, But Not Why: FBI is Silent, 
Fueling ‘Shot Down’ Rumors” 

Pittsburg Channel 9, 9/15/2001, “FBI Explains Other Planes At Flight 93 Crash” 
Pittsburg Post-Gazette, 9/14/2001, “Flight Data Recorder May Hold Clues to Suicide 
Flight” 

Pittsburg Post-Gazette, 9/16/2001, “2 Planes Had No Part In Crash of Flight 93” 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, 9/14/2001, “Black Box Recovered at Shanksville Site” 


Reports of In-Flight Explosion and Smoke Ignored; 911 Dispatch Supervisor Gagged 
According to both the 9/11 Commission Report (pg. 12), at 9:32 (about 4 minutes after the Flight 
93 hijack began), Cleveland controllers heard over radio a hijacker’s voice state: 
“Keep remaining sitting. We have a bomb on board.” 
The same claim was made by the Flight 11 (pg. 5) and Flight 175 (pg. 7) hijackers. 
At 9:58, just minutes before the Flight 93 crash, passenger Edward Felt called 911 from his cell 
phone. The call was received by dispatcher John Shaw and monitored by Shaw’s supervisor, 
Glen Cramer. Then next day, Cramer told the Pittsburg Post Gazette: 
“We got the call about 9:58 this morning from a male passenger stating that he was 
locked in the bathroom of United Flight 93... He did hear some sort of an explosion and 


saw white smoke coming from the plane, but he didn't know where.” 


Similarly, the Washington Post reported: 
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“Dispatch supervisor Glenn Cramer told the Associated Press that the [9:58 cell phone] 
call came from a passenger who had locked himself inside one of the plane’s lavatories... 
‘He heard some sort of explosion and saw white smoke coming from the plane, and we 
lost contact with him.” 


Likewise, the notes from Cramer’s 9/12/2001 FBI interview stated: 


“The caller... heard some sort of explosion aboard the aircraft... The male caller also 
stated that there was white smoke somewhere on the plane.” 


Sometime after this interview, according to the Mirror and the Independent, Cramer was 
“gagged by the FBI” so he could no longer speak about the call in public. In November, the 
Philadelphia Daily News reported: 


“Authorities have never explained the report, and the 911 tape itself was immediately 
confiscated by the FBI.” 


Likewise, the Washington Post stated: 


“FBI agents quickly took possession of the tape of that 911 call... [and] declined to 
provide any information about the tape’s contents...” 


The following March, the New York Times dismissed Cramer’s statement, citing contradicting 
accounts by John Shaw and Edward Felt’s wife Sandra. The article stated: 


“Earlier reports have said that... Edward Felt... said in a 911 call from a restroom that he 
saw a puff of smoke and heard an explosion, leading some to cite this as evidence that 
the plane was shot down by the military to prevent it from crashing into sensitive 
targets. But the 911 dispatcher, John Shaw, and others who have heard the tape, 
including Mr. Felt's wife, Sandra Felt, say he made no mention of smoke or an 
explosion...” 


The notes from Shaw’s 9/11/2001 FBI interview did not specifically say whether Felt mentioned 
smoke or a prior explosion, but they did say: 


“The male caller gave no indication of bombs or guns aboard Flight Number 93.” 


However, in April, in an article that repeatedly quoted Sandra Felt (the New York Times article 
did not), the Pittsburg Post Gazette reported the exact opposite, stating that Sandra and several 
other family members, along with two FBI agents all heard Edward speak of smoke and 
explosion. The article stated: 


“..Edward’s widow, Sandy, his brother, Gordon, and his mother, Shirley, were led to a 
small conference room at the Princeton Marriott Forestall Village Hotel, where they were 
joined by two FBI agents... the agents handed each of the Felts a typed transcript of the 
911 call, and then played it... [Edward Felt] went on to describe an ‘explosion’ that he 
heard, and then white smoke on the plane from an undetermined location.” 
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In August, the Independent reported that Cramer’s statement and subsequent gagging had 
contributed to the development of a belief by some that a bomb went off aboard Flight 93. 


Along this line, the FBI’s interview with GTE Verizon supervisor Lisa Jefferson said that another 
Flight 93 passenger, Todd Beamer, said one of the hijackers had “a bomb strapped to his waist 
with a red belt.” Finally, the Mirror reported that their sources said: 


“the last seconds of the cockpit voice recorder are the loud sounds of wind, hinting at a 
possible hole somewhere in the fuselage.” 


Nevertheless, according to the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, the FBI reached a conclusion just 5 days 
after 9/11 that it would stand by in the years to come: 


“The FBI said it found no evidence of a bomb.” 


Sources: 

CNN/Associated Press, 9/11/2001, “Hijacked Passenger Called 911 on Cell Phone” 

FBI, 9/11/2001, John Shaw Interview Notes 

FBI, 9/12/2001, Glen Cramer Interview Notes 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Lisa Jefferson interview Notes 

Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered Questions: The Mystery of Flight 93” 

Mirror, 9/12/2002, “What Did Happen to Flight 93?” 

New York Times, 3/27/2002, “A NATION CHALLENGED: THE PENNSYLVANIA CRASH; 
Cockpit Tape Offers Few Answers but Points to Heroic Efforts” 

Philadelphia Daily News, 11/15/2001, “We Know It Crashed, But Not Why: FBI is Silent, 
Fueling ‘Shot Down’ Rumors” 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 9/12/2001, “Day of Terror: Outside Tiny Shanksville, A Fourth 
Deadly Stroke” 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 12/7/2001, “Dispatcher Honored for Flight 93 Efforts” 
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 4/21/2002, “It Hurt to listen’: A Wife Describes Pain of Hearing 
911 Call from Flight 93” 

Pittsburg Post-Gazette, 9/16/2001, “2 Planes Had No Part In Crash of Flight 93” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 12 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “/etliner Was Diverted Toward Washington Before Crash 
in Pa.” 


Localized Electrical Disruption Said to Suggest Missile Targeting or Militarized Electromagnetic 
Interference 

According to the Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, the local mayor Barry Lichty said the entire town’s 
electricity went out at the time of the crash. John Fleegle was a manager at the Indian Lake 
Marina about 1.5 miles from where Flight 93 crashed. He told the Pittsburgh Tribune-Review 
that, as he watched television coverage of the World Trade Center with some of his colleagues: 


“All of a sudden the lights flickered... Then we heard engines screaming close overhead. 
The building shook. We ran out, heard the explosion and saw a fireball mushroom.” 


Fleegle also related a subsequent conversation he had with a retired Air Force officer who said: 
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“When your lights flickered, [it was because] they [fighter jets] zap the radar frequency 
on everything before they shoot. Your lights didn’t flicker from the impact—your lights 
flickered because they zapped the radar system before they shot it.” 


However, the Pittsburgh Tribune-Review also quoted retired four-star Army general William 
Kernan who disputed the missile claim, saying: 


“Regarding an aircraft engaging an airborne target having an electrical disruption on the 
ground, no, this would not be a result of lock on or any electromagnetic pulsing.” 


Kernan blamed the electrical disruption on a shockwave sent from the crash site, even though 
John Fleegle explicitly said he experienced the disruption before the crash occurred. 


Interestingly, another theory suggested in the media was that Flight 93 could have been brought 
down using militarized electromagnetic interference. The Independent and New York Times 
Magazine ran articles which pointed out that, according to research by Harvard academic Elaine 
Scarry, the US Air Force and Pentagon had: 


“..conducted extensive research on ‘electronic warfare applications’ with the possible 
capacity to intentionally disrupt the mechanisms of an airplane in such a way as to 
provoke, for example, an uncontrollable dive.” 


Scarry further pointed out that at least twenty-eight C-130 Air Force cargo planes were known 
to be equipped with this technology and, according to the FBI, there was indeed a C-130 within 
25 miles of Flight 93 when it crashed. 


Sources: 

Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered Questions: The Mystery of Flight 93” 
New York Times Magazine, 11/19/2000, “Professor Scarry Has a Theory” 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, 9/12/2001, “Homes, Neighbors Rattled by Crash” 
Pittsburgh Tribune-Review, 9/14/2001, “Black Box Recovered at Shanksville Site” 


Remains of Flights 77 and 93 Secretly Incinerated; No Public Release of Inventory 

In July and August of 2002, per the Washington Post, a series of secret memos produced by the 
Air Force and Army gave orders for remains from Flight 77 and Flight 93 to be incinerated. The 
article stated: 


“The report cites Army and Air Force memos from July and August 2002 directing that an 
unspecified number of ‘remains from the Attack on the Pentagon’ be incinerated... The 
report indicates that unidentified remains from the hijacking of United Airlines Flight 93, 
which crashed in Shanksville, were disposed of in a similar manner.” 


In March of 2006, PR Newswire reported that Judicial Watch and the 9/11 Consensus Panel filed 
a Freedom of Information Act request with the Defense Department to publicize a complete 
inventory of the plane wreckage and debris from the four hijacked flights of 9/11. 

In February of 2007, the BBC reported that “trying to prove or disprove these alternative 


theories [regarding Flight 77 and Flight 93] is not easy” because “we found that simple requests, 
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such as asking to see the plane wreckage of flight United 93 at Shanksville, or flight American 
Airlines 77 at the Pentagon, were refused after months of delay by the authorities.” The same 
report also quoted Senator Bob Graham, who co-chaired the 2002 Congressional Inquiry into 
9/11, as stating that there was “collaboration of efforts among agencies and the administration 
to keep information out of the public’s hands.” 


Sources: 
BBC News, 2/14/2007, “9/11 questions” 
PR Newswire, 3/1/2006, “Experts Call for Release of 9/11 Evidence” 


Washington Post, 2/28/2012, “Portions of 9/11 Victims’ Remains Taken to Landfill, 
Report Says” 
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CHAPTER 20 - THE FIRST TWO FLIGHTS 

Summary 

(1) Flight 11 (the first hijack, which hit the WTC North Tower at 8:46) was considered to be a 
possible hijacking by Boston Flight Control at 8:15 (AP) and known with certainty at 8:24 (Com- 
pg. 19, NYT, Guardian). FAA protocol called for immediate notification up the FAA chain and 
over to the NMCC at the first 8:15 suspicion (FAA, MSNBC, Com-pg. 17-18, Guardian). However, 
as we have already seen, the FAA did not open up its standard protocol “hijack phone bridge” 
with the NMCC until after the first WTC impact at 8:46 and the NMCC did not join it until 9:20, 
departing from its 30-plus year track record of immediate promptness. 


Nevertheless, NORAD’s northeastern facility - NEADS — became aware of the Flight 11 hijack 
sometime between 8:31 and 8:40 when Boston Flight Control made one or more out-of- 
protocol phones call directly to NEADS (NORAD, Com-pg. 20, Com-FAA HQ Site Visit MFR, ABC 
News). NEADS then gave an out-of-protocol scramble order to Otis Air National Guard Base 
(Com-pg. 20) (188 miles east of New York City (Clarke)) at 8:46 (the same time that Flight 11 
impacted WTC North Tower), which put two F-15 fighters in the air by 8:53 (Com-pg. 20). 


(2) At 8:42, New York Air Traffic Control realized that Flight 175’s radio contact ceased, the 
transponder was turned off, and the plane veered off course. This was immediately noticed by 
New York controllers (FAA, NYT). However, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed that New 
York controllers did not notice any issue with Flight 175 until between 8:47 to 8:51 (Com-pg. 7) 
despite publicly available controller transcripts to the contrary (FAA, NYT). 


The fact that New York controllers noticed Flight 175’s emergency status at 8:42 almost 
certainly means it was also noticed by Boston controllers since Flight 175 was still in Boston’s 
region at the time (NTSB). Correspondingly, the FAA notified NEADS at 8:43 that Flight 175 was 
hijacked (NORAD, WAPO). This notification was almost certainly due to the fact that the NEADS 
tech team responsible for facilitating FAA-NEADS communications (Vanity Fair) linked their 
headsets into the Boston Center, in whose region Flight 175 was still traveling, so they could 
hear everything Boston controllers heard/said in real-time, according to Newhouse News’ 
interview with the head of that team, Master Sergeant Maureen Dooley (Newhouse News- 
Dooley). 


Despite all this, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed the first NEADS notification of Flight 
175 came from New York controllers at 9:03 (Com-pg. 23). 


(3) The 9/11 Commission omitted from public release any NEADS or Boston controller tapes or 
transcripts in the vicinity of 8:43 (Rutgers, NYT) and the FAA legally gagged Boston controller 
from speaking publicly about the events of 9/11 (New York Observer). In fact, it also omitted 
any NEADS or Boston controller tapes or transcripts from 8:33 onward (Rutgers, NYT) even 
though the first hijacked flight — Flight 11 — traveled in Boston’s region for almost its entire post- 
hijack approach to the World Trade Center before impacting at 8:46 (NTSB). There appears to 
have been a concerted effort to keep from the public what was known and what was discussed 
inside the Boston Air Traffic Control Center during this blackout period. 


(4) As stated, NEADS put two Otis Air National Guard Base F-15 fighters in the air by 8:53. The F- 


15’s were capable of reaching New York in approximately ten minutes (Boston Globe, Cape Cod 
Times, Slate), meaning they may have had enough time to intercept Flight 175 before it 
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impacted the South Tower at 9:03. They did not have permission to shoot down, but NORAD’s 
standard response to a hijacking is a graduated one. A fighter can first rock the plane’s wingtips 
or make a pass in front of it or fire tracer rounds in its path, potentially spooking the hijackers 
and forcing them to turn out to sea (Slate). 


(5) Conflicting reports said the fighters flew anywhere between 1200 and under 600 mph (ABC, 
BBC, MSNBC, NORAD) -the latter being slower than the cruising speed of a commercial airliner. 
Regardless, the 9/11 Commission said the Otis fighters were sent to a holding pattern at sea 
because they were never given information about their targets (Com-pg. 20). It then said the 
NEADS tapes of the technicians who controlled the Otis scramble were unavailable due to a 
technical issue (Com-pg. 459 FN 120). 


(6) At the New York Air Traffic Control Center, after the 9/11 attacks concluded, six air traffic 
controllers who dealt with the hijacked airliners were recorded sharing their recollections of the 
morning’s events. The tape was to be sent to the FBI. The FAA issued an order for all such 
material to be preserved. However, a Quality Assurance Manager shredded the tape and 
discarded it into multiple trash cans around the building (NYT (x2), WAPO (x2)). The 
Transportation Department Inspector General gave him a slap-on-the-wrist 20-day suspension, 
would not speculate on his motivation, and implied the tape contained nothing to hide (U.S. 
DOT). 


(7) In a bizarre anomaly, not one of the eight commercial airline pilots killed on 9/11 punched 
the standard 4-digit hijack code into their transponders — an action which takes only seconds 
(ABC, CNN, FAA, Christian Science Monitor). 


(8) According to U.S. Army Magazine, the Director of the New York State Emergency 
Management Office, and multiple mainstream media reports (UPI, Philadelphia Daily News, 
Counterpunch) citing two reputable eyewitnesses (NYT) and an unnamed source at the National 
Transportation Safety Board, the FBI recovered 3 of the 4 black boxes from Flights 11 and 175. 
However, the 9/11 Commission Report, FBI, and National Transportation Safety Board officially 
claimed no black boxes were ever recovered. 


(9) Days after 9/11, the passport of one of the terrorists aboard Flight 11 was found unsinged on 
the street blocks away from ground zero (AP, ABC, CNN, Guardian). 


(1) Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (transcript) 
Associated Press, 8/12/2002, “FAA Controllers Detail Sept. 11 Events” 

FAA Order JO 7110.65Y (“Air Traffic Control”), Section 1 (“General”), Paragraph 10-1-1 
(“Emergency Determinations”) 

FAA Order JO 7110.65Y (“Air Traffic Control”), Section 2 (“Emergency Assistance”), 
Paragraph 10-2-5 (“Emergency Situations”) 

Guardian, 10/17/2001, “We Have Plane. Stay Quiet’ — Then Silence” 

Guardian, 9/6/2003, “This War on Terrorism is Bogus” 

MSNBC, 9/12/2001, “What Was Needed to Halt the Attacks” 

New York Times, 10/16/2001, “(We Have Some Planes,’ Hijacker Told Controller” 
NORAD, 9/18/2001, “NORAD’s Response Times” press release 

Richard Clarke, 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” pg. 5 
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9/11 Commission, 2/6/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: FAA OPS Center Visit” 
9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 17-20 


(2) Sources: 
FAA, 9/17/2001, “Summary of Air Traffic Hijack Events” 


National Transportation Safety Board, 2/19/2002, “Flight Path Study — United Airlines 
Flight 175” 

New York Times, 10/16/2001, “Transcript of United Airlines 175” 

Newhouse News, 1/25/2002, “Amid Crisis Simulation, ‘We Were Suddenly No-Kidding 
Under Attack” 

NORAD, 8/18/2001, “NORAD’s Response Times” (press release) 

Vanity Fair, 10/17/2006, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes” 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “Timeline in Terrorist Attacks of Sept. 11, 2001” 


(3) Sources: 
National Transportation Safety Board, 2/19/2002, “Flight Path Study — American Airlines 


Flight 11” 

New York Observer, 6/21/2004, “9/11 Tapes Reveal Ground Personnel Muffled Attacks” 
New York Times, 10/16/2001, “Transcript of United Airlines 175” 

Rutgers University Law Review, 9/7/2011, “Full Audio Transcript” 


(4) Sources: 
Boston Globe, 9/11/2005, “Two Pilots Revisit Their 9/11” 


Cape Cod Times, 8/21/2002, “I Thought It Was the Start of World War III?” 
Slate, 1/16/2002, “IGNORAD: The Military Screw-Up Nobody Talks About” 


(5) Sources: 
ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (transcript) 


BBC, 9/1/2002, “Clear the Skies” 

MSNBC, 9/23/2001, “Chain of Events at NORAD on September 11” 

NORAD, 8/18/2001, “NORAD’s Response Times” (press release) 

9/11 Commission, 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 20, 476 (footnote 120) 


(6) Sources: 
New York Times, 5/6/2004, “F.A.A. Official Scrapped Tape of 9/11 Controllers’ 


Statements” 

New York Times, 5/7/2004, “Tape of Air Traffic Controllers Made on 9/11 Was 
Destroyed” 

Washington Post, 5/6/2004, “FAA Managers Destroyed 9/11 Tape” 

Washington Post, 5/7/2004, “Controllers’ 9/11 Tape Destroyed, Report Says” 

U.S. Department of Transportation, Office of Inspector General, 5/4/2004, “Destruction 
of Audiotape — Summary Findings and Recommendations” 


(7) Sources: 
ABC News, 6/3/2005, “Hijack Code a Secret Signal of Distress” 


Christian Science Monitor, 9/12/2001, “The Nation Reels” 
CNN, 9/12/2001, “America Under Attack: How Could It Happen?” 
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FAA, 7/12/2001, “Order 7610.4J: Special Military Operations, Chapter 7. ESCORT OF 
HIJACKED AIRCRAFT” 


(8) Sources: 


Army Magazine, February 2002, “AMC: Accelerating the Pace of Transformation” 
Counterpunch, 12/19/2005, “9/11: Missing Black Boxes in World Trade Center Attacks 
Found by Firefighters, Analyzed by NTSB, Concealed by FBI” 

New York State Emergency Management Office, 9/18/2001, “World Trade Center Plane 
Crash” (memorandum from Director Edward Jacoby to Governor George Pataki) 
Philadelphia Daily News, 10/28/2004, “New Cover-up revealed? 9/11 Black Boxes 
Found” 

United Press International, 10/28/2004, “UPI Hears...” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” Ch. 1 Footnote 76, pg. 456 


(9) Sources: 
Associated Press, 9/16/2001, “Suspected Hijacker’s Passport Found” 


ABC News, 9/16/2001, “No Signs of Survivors, Recovery Efforts Intensify; FBI Launches 
‘Grid’ Search” 

CNN, 9/18/2001, “Ashcroft Says Nore Attacks May Be Planned” 

Guardian, 3/18/2002, “Uncle Sam’s Lucky Finds” 

9/11 Commission, 8/21/2004, “9/11 and Terrorist Travel” (Staff Report) 


Flight 11 Not Intercepted After Delayed Hijack Notification 

Flight 11 took off from Boston around 8 AM. It was the first plane to be hijacked. Edited 
transcripts of the cockpit transmissions show that the last routine communication between 
Flight 11 and Boston’s air traffic control was at 8:13, followed immediately by loss of radio 
contact. The 9/11 Commission Report on page 18 said that Boston flight controllers knew 
something was wrong, but did not interpret this as a possible hijack. However, before Boston 
flight controllers were legally gagged (per the New York Observer), Boston air traffic manager 
Glenn Michael told the Associated Press: 


“We considered [Flight 11] at that time [8:15] to be a possible hijacking.” 


At 8:20, Flight 11 stopped transmitting its IFF (identify friend or foe) beacon signal, and was 
clearly off course. At 8:21, the transponder was turned off, which gives flight controllers a 
plane’s exact location and altitude. However, flight controllers could still track its approximate 
location using primary radar, so the flight was never lost. Boston flight controller Mark Hodgkins 
told ABC News (9/6/2002): 


“| watched the target of American 11 the whole way down.” 
With the transponder off, Boston flight control determined Flight 11 had probably been 
hijacked, yet failed to notify their FAA superiors. FAA regulations instructed air traffic 


controllers: 


“Consider that an aircraft emergency exists... when:... There is unexpected loss of radar 
contact and radio communications with any... aircraft... If... you are in doubt that a 
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situation constitutes an emergency or potential emergency, handle it as though it were 
an emergency.” 


Furthermore, MSNBC pointed out that a significant course deviation is “considered a real 
emergency” and requires fighters to be scrambled. Nevertheless, no emergency response action 
was taken at 8:21. 


Flight 11’s pilot, Captain John Ogonowski, began intermittently turning the talk-back button off 
and on, which enabled flight controllers to hear what was being said in the cockpit. At 8:24 (per 
9/11 Commission Report pg. 19, New York Times, Guardian, etc.), Boston flight controllers heard 
the hijackers tell the passengers: 


“We have some planes. Just stay quiet and you will be OK. We are returning to the 
airport... Everything will be OK. If you try to make any moves you'll endanger yourself 
and the airplane. Just stay quiet.” 


At this point, Boston flight controllers had no doubt the plane had been hijacked. At 8:25, 
Boston flight control began to pass news of the hijacking up the FAA chain of command, with 
FAA Headquarters being notified at 8:32, per the 9/11 Commission report. 


There were disputing accounts of when NORAD first learned of the Flight 11 hijack. Within a 
week of the attacks, the FAA and NORAD both reported that NEADS (NORAD’s regional facility) 
was notified of the hijacking at 8:40. It was not clear what communication channel the 8:40 
notification referred to. As discussed previously, proper protocol during a hijacking was for the 
FAA to initiate the “hijack net” phone bridge with the NMCC, which acted as a required liaison 
between the FAA and NORAD. However, the hijack net was not initiated until after the first WTC 
impact at 8:46 and the NMCC did not join until 9:20. Therefore, the 8:40 notification must have 
referred to an out-of-protocol call made directly from an FAA entity to a NORAD entity. 


In any event, the 9/11 Commission rejected the 8:40 notification report by FAA and NORAD, 
instead citing the following 8:37 recorded conversation between Boston Flight Control and 
NEADS as the first alert NORAD received concerning Flight 11: 


FAA: “Hi. Boston Center TMU [traffic management unit], we have a problem here. We 
have a hijacked aircraft headed towards New York, and we need you guys to, we need 
someone to scramble some F-16s or something up there, help us out.” 


NEADS: “Is this real-world or exercise?” 

FAA: “No, this is not an exercise, not a test.” 
With an 8:37 alert time and an 8:46 World Trade Center impact, the 9/11 Commission report 
formalized a nine-minute advance notice that NORAD had to respond to Flight 11. It then stated, 
despite extensive official documentation, sworn testimony, and firsthand witness statements to 


the contrary (as we have covered in previous chapters), that nine minutes was the most advance 
notice NORAD received of any of the hijacked flights. The report stated: 
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“In summary, NEADS received notice of the hijacking nine minutes before it struck the 
North Tower. That nine minutes’ notice before impact was the most the military would 
have of any of the four hijackings.” 


In contrast, ABC News (9/11/2002) reported one year after the attacks that NEADS employee 
Lt. Colonel Dawne Deskins was first notified at 8:31. Deskins was interviewed by the 9/11 
Commission and remembered being contacted early that morning by Boston Flight Control, but 
no time was specified in the interview notes. However, the ABC News report harmonized with a 
statement contained in the memorandum from the 9/11 Commission staff’s official site visit to 
FAA headquarters in February of 2003, which stated: 


“First call to NORAD was from Boston Center to OTIS AFB between 8:30-8:34 a.m. The 
supervisor was being ‘entrepreneurial.’” 


In any event, according to Newhouse News, shortly after NEADS became aware of the hijacking 
its technicians’ headsets linked into Boston Flight Control, which enabled them to hear 
everything about both Flight 11 and Flight 175 at the same time Boston did. 


Flight 11 impacted the World Trade Center at 8:46. Flight 175 impacted at 9:03. Flight 77 
impacted the Pentagon at 9:37. Flight 93 crashed in Shanksville, Pennsylvania at 10:03. This 
means that Flights 175, 77, and 93 crashed 17 minutes, 51 minutes, and 77 minutes after Fight 
11, respectively. 


White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke pointed out in his 2004 book Against All Enemies 
that there were two Air Force bases in the Northeast region that were formally part of NORAD. 
One was Otis Air National Guard Base on the Cape Cod peninsula of Massachusetts, about 188 
miles east of New York City. The other was Langley Air Force Base near Norfolk, Virginia, about 
129 miles south of Washington. 


On 9/11, NORAD said six minutes passed between when it became aware of the first hijacking 
(8:40) and when it gave the scramble order to the Otis F-15 fighters (8:46). Once the scramble 
order was given, it was an additional 7 minutes before the fighters were airborne (8:53), per the 
9/11 Commission Report. A NORAD spokeswoman cited by the Cape Cod Times said F-15 
fighters from Otis could reach New York City in 10 to 12 minutes, but if they flew at their top 
speed of 1875 mph (per Slate), they could have spanned the 188-mile distance in just 6 minutes. 
That puts a fighter jet from Otis in New York City potentially within 6+7+6 = 19 minutes. 


There was Officially no way for the FAA to gain approval for NORAD assistance at any point 
during the entire 9/11 attacks since the NMCC did not join the hijack net until 9:20 and Defense 
Secretary Donald Rumsfeld did not enter the NMCC until nearly 10:30. However, per the 9/11 
Commission Report (pg. 20), NEADS battle commander Colonel Robert Marr sought permission 
directly from his commanding General Larry Arnold to scramble the Otis fighters, to which 
Arnold replied: 


“Go ahead and scramble them, and we'll get authorities later.” 


Arnold then called NORAD headquarters to report on the situation. 
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If NORAD had been notified of a possible hijacking at 8:13 when Boston Flight Control suspected 
as much, or at 8:20 when the IFF signal turned off and the plane was significantly off course, 
then fighter jets could certainly have reached New York before either WTC impact. If NORAD 
had been notified NORAD at 8:25 when a hijacking was certain, fighter jets could very likely have 
reached New York before the first WTC impact and definitely before the second. As it happened, 
with NORAD first being notified sometime between 8:31 and 8:40, the fighters did not receive 
the scramble order until 8:46 and were not airborne until 8:53, seven minutes after Flight 11 
struck the North Tower. 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/14/2001, “Timeline of Disaster: From Flight School Training to Buildings 
Collapsing” 
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NORAD Reportedly Learns of Flight 175 Hijack at 8:43, Commission Says 9:03; Flight 
Controllers Muzzled, Fighters Given No Target 

Flight 175 took off from Boston at 8:14. At 8:41, Flight 175 told New York Air Traffic Control that 
it heard a suspicious transmission which later turned out to be a hijacker aboard Flight 11. At 
8:42, New York air traffic controllers realized that Flight 175’s radio contact ceased, the 
transponder was turned off, and the plane veered off course. At 8:44, they realized Flight 175’s 
emergency locator transmitter (ELT) had been activated, which suggested a hijack. The following 
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flight traffic control transcript was published by the New York Times (10/16/2001). | have 
designated all non-Flight 175 speakers “FAA” rather than various controller codes: 


“Following is a transcript of the radio communications between the New York Air Route 
Traffic Control Center... and United Airlines Flight 175 (UAL175)... The transcripts were 
obtained by The New York Times .” 


8:41:32 UAL175: “We figured we'd wait to go to your center. We heard a suspicious 
transmission on our departure from BOS sounds like someone keyed the mike and said 
everyone stay in your seats.” 


8:41:51 FAA: “O.K. I'll pass that along.” 


8:42:03 FAA: “UAL 175 just came on my frequency and he said he heard a suspicious 
transmission when they were leaving BOS everybody stay in your seats that's what he 
heard as the suspicious transmission just to let you know.” 


8:42:50 FAA: “...where do you place [UAL 175]... now?” 


8:42:55 FAA: “He’s [UAL 175] off about 9 o'clock and about 20 miles looks like he’s 
heading southbound but there's no transponder no nothing and no one's talking to him.” 


8:44:05 FAA: “I just picked up an ELT (emergency locator transmitter) on 121.5 it was 
brief but it went off.” 


8:44:09 FAA: “O.K. they said it's confirmed...” 


The FAA’s 9/17/2001 press release entitled “Summary of Air Traffic Hijack Events” likewise 
summarized each of these transmissions. 


Notice Flight’s 175’s first statement: “We figured we’d wait to go to your center.” What does this 
mean? It almost certainly means that Flight 175 had already previously communicated this 
information to Boston flight controllers. This is because Flight 175 had always been, and still 
was, in the Boston controllers’ region of jurisdiction, not New York controllers’ region, as we are 
about to see. 


According to NORAD’s 9/18/2001 press release, the FAA notified NEADS at 8:43 that Flight 175 
was hijacked. This was immediately after Flight 175’s radio contact ceased, the transponder was 
turned off, and the planed veered off course. And less than a minute before its emergency 
locator transmitter (ELT) had been activated. The communication channel was not specified, but 
it was likely the result of NEADS technicians listening in on Boston Flight Control, as we are 
about to see. 


Master Sergeant Maureen Dooley was the head of the “ID Tech” team on the NEADS operations 
floor, overseeing Senior Airman Stacia Rountree and Tech Sergeant Shelley Watson. Per Vanity 
Fair, their job was “to facilitate communications between NEADS, the civilian F.A.A., and other 
military commands.” Newhouse News interviewed and frequently quoted Dooley for a January 


251 


2002 article on the NEADS operations floor during the attacks. About halfway through the 
article, it stated: 


“At 8:43 a.m., Dooley’s technicians, their headsets linked to Boston Center, heard of a 
second plane, United Flight 175, that also was not responding. It, too, was moving to 
New York.” 


This statement is not a direct quote, but in the context of the interview, the information almost 
certainly came from Dooley herself. 


Likewise, the day after 9/11, the Washington Post published a timeline that included the 
following entry: 


“8:43 a.m.: The FAA notified military authorities of a second hijacking.” 


Comparing Flight 175’s route (page 3 of the National Transportation Safety Board’s flight path 
study) with the Air Traffic Control Regions map (page 15 of the 9/11 Commission Report), the 
plane was still in the Boston controller’s region during its 8:41 communication to New York and 
its radio loss, transponder signal loss, course deviation, and ELT activation between 8:42 and 
8:44. However, it was approaching the boundary between the Boston and New York regions. 
Thus it would have routinely been in communication with both control centers while it was 
being “handed off” from Boston to New York. Likewise, Boston and New York controllers may 
have been in communication with one another during the handoff. Therefore, NORAD’s press 
release combined with Newhouse News’ interview of Master Sergeant Dooley makes logistical 
sense. 
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Flight 175 Flight Map, National Transportation Safety Board Flight Path Study, pg. 3 


However, the 9/11 Commission Report formalized a different story. It could be summarized by 
these three statements: 


“The hijackers attacked between 8:42 and 8:46.” (pg. 7) 


“The first operation evidence that something was abnormal on United 175 came at 8:47, 
when the aircraft changed beacon codes twice within a minute. At 8:51, the flight 
deviated from its assigned altitude, and a minute later, New York air traffic controllers 
began repeatedly and unsuccessfully trying to contact it.” (pg. 7) 


“The first indication that... NORAD... had of the second hijacked aircraft, United 175, 
came in a phone call from New York to NEADS at 9:03... about the time the plane was 
hitting the South Tower.” (pg. 23) 


Incredibly, the 9/11 Commission completely ignored the New York controllers’ discussion of 
Flight 175’s radio loss, transponder signal loss, course deviation, and ELT activation between 
8:42 and 8:44. Further, it ignored NORAD’s 9/18/2001 press release and Master Sergeant 
Dooley’s firsthand testimony that NEADS first learned of the hijack at 8:43 by listening on Boston 
controllers. Further, according to the New York Observer, the FAA forbade the Boston flight 
controllers from speaking publicly about the events of 9/11. 
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Further, the NTSB flight path study for Flight 175 omitted any Boston controller transmissions to 
or about Flight 175 after 8:39 even though it was in Boston’s region until about 8:45. Further, 
the publicly released National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) flight path study for Flight 11 
omitted all Boston controller transmissions to or about Flight 11 after 8:33 even though it was in 
Boston’s region virtually its entire flight until just before 8:46 impact. (See Flight 11’s route, 
compared with the previous shown Air Traffic Control regions map.) There appears to have been 
a concerted effort to keep from the public what was known and what was discussed inside the 
Boston Air Traffic Control Center during these blackout periods. And remember, from 8:43 
onward, NEADS reportedly heard everything Boston heard and said. 











A. AA 11 takes off from Boston, MA at 0800 EDT. 

B. Assumed takeover point; last normal transmission is crew 
acknowledging ATC instruction to tum 20 degrees to the right. 

C. AA 11 levels off at 29,000 feet. 

D. Radar stations stop receiving transponder returns from AA 11. 
Primary radar indicates climb to 30,400 feet. 

E. AA 11 turns left towards the south. 

F. AA 11 turns left towards the south-southeast. Two minutes later, the 
airplane descends back to 29,000 feet. 

G. AA 11 turns right towards the south and starts 3,200 ft/min descent. 

H. AA 11 turns right towards south-southwest, on final course for WTC. 


|. AA 11 impacts north tower of WTC at approximately 8:46:40. 





Flight 11 Flight Map, National Transportation Safety Board Flight Path Study, pg. 3 


Furthermore, when the 9/11 Commission eventually publicly released 114 civilian and military 
flight traffic recordings/transcripts in 2011 (via Rutgers Law School and the New York Times), it 
included the 9:03 New York to NEADS call, but did not include any calls/transmissions from 
Boston Air Traffic Control or Master Sergeant Dooley’s team in the vicinity of 8:43, which might 
have debunked its narrative. 


Further still, during their October 2003 interview of Dooley, Rountree, and Watson, the 9/11 
staff started with the assumption that NEADS did not hear of Flight 175 until the New York 
Center’s 9:03 call. The “9/11: United Airlines Flight 175 (UAL 175)” section of the interview 
memorandum began: 


“According to information provided to the Commission staff by NEADS, at 13:03:20 UTC 
[9:03 EST] there was a report of a possible second hijacking. The other aircraft is 
identified as UAL 175. Roundtree received that information from ZNY [New York 
Center].” 
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The memorandum then proceeded chronologically from there, never looking backward to a 
possible 8:43 notification. Likewise, the 9/11 Commission report completely omitted any 
reference to Dooley’s team linking in to Boston’s headsets or hearing of Flight 175’s hijacking at 
8:43 (perfectly corroborating NORAD’s 9/18/2001 press release.) Instead, it stated on page 23: 


“The first indication that NORAD air defenders had of the second hijacked aircraft, 
United 175, came in a phone call from New York Center to NEADS at 9:03. The notice 
came at about the time the plane was hitting the South Tower.” 


To the extent that NORAD’s press release and Newhouse News’ report were accurate, it appears 
the 9/11 Commission perpetrated a cover-up to hide the fact that NEADS learned of Flight 175’s 
hijack at 8:43, potentially leaving enough time for fighters to intercept it before its 9:03 impact. 


(In contrast to both the 8:43 and 9:03 notification times, NEADS’ logbook claimed it was not 
notified of Flight 175 until 9:05. This log entry was also cited by the FAA’s 9/17/2001 press 
release and by NORAD’s Colonel Allan Scott’s May 23, 2003 testimony before the 9/11 
Commission.) 


In any event, as noted by the 9/11 Commission, Flight 175’s transponder came back on at 8:46, 
but with a different signal that was not assigned to any commercial flight, and New York Center 
flight controllers began trying to contact it at 8:51. According to transcripts cited by Vanity Fair, 
the New York controllers then labeled the flight on the radar screen with an “I” for “intruder” 
and about half a dozen of them watched it carefully for the remainder of its flight, offering 
guesses as to where it was headed. Some thought the Newark Airport for an emergency landing. 
One guessed it was targeting the Statue of Liberty for a suicide crash. 


As stated in the previous section, the two F-15 fighter jets from Otis Air National Guard Base 
were airborne 8:53, ten minutes before Flight 175 hit the South Tower. Also as stated, according 
to the Cape Cod Times, a NORAD spokeswoman said fighters from Otis could reach New York 
City in 10 to 12 minutes, so Fight 175 was still potentially reachable. 


If the F-15’s traveled at their top speed of 1875 mph (per Slate), they would have spanned the 
188 miles from Otis to New York in just 6 minutes, meaning they would have arrived at 8:59, 
four minutes before impact. However, the Boston Globe reported: 


“[Pilots] Duffy and Nash were flying F-15 Eagles that were built in 1977. In their prime, 
the planes can go Mach 2.5; they could have been to New York in less than 10 minutes. 
Because of their age and the three large fuel tanks they were carrying, though, the 
planes couldn't attain that speed, both pilots said.” 
In the first couple of years following the 9/11 attacks, there were widely varying accounts of 
how fast the Otis fighters flew to New York. Most of them at least reported faster than Mach 1 
(the speed of sound), which is about 750 mph. Lead pilot Lt. Col. Timothy Duffy told BBC: 


“I was supersonic.... | don’t know what we could have done to get there any quicker.” 


He also told ABC News: 
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“[We flew] supersonic on the way, which is kind of nonstandard for us.” 


ABC News (9/11/2002) concluded the two fighters flew “at Mach 1.2, nearly 900 miles per 
hour.” However, according to the Boston Globe, one of the pilots stated he flew at about Mach 
1.4 — more than 1,000 miles per hour. NORAD Continental Commander Major General Larry 
Arnold told MSNBC: 


“(They flew at] about 1.5 Mach, which is, you know, somewhere—11 or 1,200 miles an 
hour.” 


However, NORAD’s 9/18/2001 press release said the trip took 19 minutes, which meant the 
fighters would have had to average less than 600 mph — not only subsonic, but slower the 
cruising speed of a commercial airliner! 


Major General Arnold appeared to sidestep this inconsistency in his interview with MSNBC by 
claiming it didn’t matter that the F-15’s didn’t reach the airliners in time since a shoot-down 
order had not yet been authorized. However, Slate magazine pointed out that this statement 
omitted the fact that NORAD’s standard response to a hijacking is a graduated one. The 
approaching fighter can first rock the plane’s wingtips or make a pass in front of it or fire tracer 
rounds in its path, potentially spooking the hijackers and forcing them to turn out to sea. 


Finally, in July of 2004 the 9/11 Commission report said the 19-minute fighter trip from Otis to 
New York was due to the Otis fighters being sent into a holding pattern off the coast of New 
York to await information about their target, where they remained until after Flight 175’s impact 
at 9:03. 
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9/11 Commission Selectively Publicizes Recordings/Transcripts that Support Its Narrative; 
Omit Boston 8:43 and Otis Scramble Tapes 

How is possible that NEADS technicians did not carefully track Flights 175 on primary radar for 
twenty minutes after learning of its hijacking at 8:43, exactly the same time as Boston Flight 
Control, which they listening in on? And how is it possible that this tracking information was not 
communicated to the Otis fighters? These questions should have been easily answerable by 
reviewing recordings and transcripts both from NEADS and Boston Flight Control. However, 
Chapter 1, footnote 120 of the 9/11 Commission Report (pg. 459) contained the following 
statement: 


“Because of a technical issue, there are no [NEADS] recordings available of the [NEADS] 
senior weapons director and weapons director technician position responsible for 
controlling the Otis scramble.” 


And how did the 9/11 Commission deal with NORAD’s press release stating that it became 
aware of the Flight 175 hijack at 8:43, corroborating Newhouse News’ interview with NEADS’ 
Master Sergeant Maureen Dooley? By not releasing the NEADS and/or Boston Center recordings 
or transcripts that potentially would have proved it accurate. When Rutgers Law School (of 
which 9/11 Commission Lead Investigator John Farmer was the Dean) in September of 2011 
released the previously discussed 114 time-stamped transcripts and audio recordings from 9/11, 
they completely omitted any record of what was discussed by Boston Flight controllers or 
NEADS’ Master Sergeant Maureen Dooley’s team in the vicinity of 8:43 when they reportedly 
learned of Flight 175’s hijacking. 


Sources: 

New York Times, 9/7/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
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New York Times, 9/7/2001, “The 9/11 Tapes: The Story in the Air” 
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9/11 Commission, 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” Ch. 1, Footnote 120 (pg. 476) 


Air Traffic Controllers’ Tape-Recorded 9/11 Testimony Is Destroyed 

According to the Washington Post (5/6/2004, 5/7/2004) and the New York Times (5/6/2004, 
5/7/2004), just before noon on 9/11, shortly after the attacks had run their course, 16 people, 
including at six air traffic controllers who dealt with the hijacked airliners, gathered in a meeting 
room at the New York Air Route Traffic Control Center on Long Island. For one hour, the Center’s 
manager, Mike McCormick, passed around a microphone to each attendee to record their 
recollections of the morning’s events. McCormick intended to forward the tape to the FBI. 
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However, after the recording session, the Center’s Quality Assurance Manager, Kevin Delaney, 
took custody of the tape. 


Three days later an FAA directive was e-mailed the New York Center which stated: 


“Retain and secure until further notice ALL administrative/operational data and 
records... If a question arises whether or not you should retain the data, RETAIN IT.” 


The next month, according to the 2004 Transportation Department Inspector General’s report 
on the incident, Kevin Delaney repeatedly assured the local vice president of the National Air 
Traffic Controllers Association that he would “get rid” of the tape. Also, when one of the air 
traffic controllers who was recorded asked Delaney to listen to the tape as she was preparing 
her written statement regarding the attacks, Delaney refused. 


In November, the New York Center submitted its formal post-9/11 accident package of evidence 
to FAA headquarters in Washington, D.C., but deliberately excluded the tape. Then, sometime 
between December 2001 and February 2002, Delaney crushed the cassette containing the 
recording, shredded the tape, and discarded it into multiple trash cans around the building 
without anyone having ever transcribed, duplicated, or listened to it. 


Delaney later claimed he did this for three reasons: 


1. He said the controllers “were not in the correct frame of mind to have properly 
consented to the taping” due to the stress of the day’s events. 

2. He said some details in the tapes contradicted the controllers’ subsequent written 
statements. 

3. He said it was a violation of FAA post-incident procedures to tape-record controllers’ 
statements since only written statements were to be prepared. However, the Inspector 
General’s report said this was incorrect. 


Nevertheless, Inspector General’s report concluded: 


“We do not ascribe motivations to the managers in this case of attempting to cover-up, 
and we have no indication there was anything on the tape that would lead anyone to 
conclude that they had something to hide or that the controllers did not properly carry 
out their duties on September 11.” 


Delaney was disciplined with a 20-day suspension without pay. 


The same Inspector General report said the FAA was not deliberately uncooperative with the 
9/11 Commission. However, per the Washington Post (8/2/2006), at that same time the report 
was being issued, the Commission members debated asking the Justice Department to conduct 
a criminal probe of the FAA after it withheld documents for two years. The New York Times 
(10/26/2003) said the FAA “had withheld dozens of boxes of documents involving the Sept. 11 
attacks.” But the Inspector General concluded: 


“We have also investigated FAA’s reported lack of responsiveness in the period leading 
up to the Commission’s issuance of the subpoena... We found that miscommunications 
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and misunderstandings led to concerns that FAA had not been thorough enough in its 
production of materials pursuant to the Commission’s requests.” 
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No 9/11 Hijacked Flights Follow Protocol to Squawk Universal Hijack Code 

On 9/11, according to ABC News, not one of the four hijacked commercial airliners followed 
standard hijack procedures by squawking the universal hijack code — 7500 — from the 
transponder. Chapter 7 of the FAA’s “Special Military Operations” manual says: 


“To facilitate NORAD tracking, every attempt shall be made to ensure that the hijacked 
aircraft is squawking Mode 3/A, code 7500.” 


The Christian Science Monitor called the eight pilots’ protocol breach an “anomaly,” and stated: 


“the four-digit hijack code... [is something] a pilot would normally send the moment a 
hijack situation was known.” 


Likewise, CNN reported: 


“Airline pilots are trained... [in] dialing in an emergency four digit code on a device called 
a transponder.” 


The Christian Science Monitor speculated that the transponder “may have been... deactivated in 
order to keep a pilot from notifying the ground that the plane had been hijacked...” 


However, CNN pointed out the action only “takes seconds.” Therefore, the action arguably 
should have been achievable in the time between when pilots first became aware the hijackers 
were trying to enter the cockpit and the time when the pilots could no longer access the 
transponder punch keys. For example, in the case of Flight 93, the Los Angeles Times reported 
that two cockpits tapes played for the jury of the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial indicated there 
were around 30 seconds of time during which the pilots knew a hijacking was underway and 
could still access the transponder punch keys. 


Sources: 
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Media, Army, NY EMO Say WTC Black Boxes Found; Commission, FBI, NTSB Deny 

According to Time magazine, all commercial airliners carry two virtually indestructible “black 
boxes” — a Flight Data Recorder (FDR) and a Cockpit Voice Recorder (CVR). The FDR records the 
plane’s speed, altitude, and course, while the CVR records conversation inside the cockpit and 
the plane’s external communications. They are designed to withstand intense heat and violent 
crashes. They emit signals for investigators to track are almost always found after commercial 
airliner crashes, even in the depths of the ocean. 


According to CBS News and the 9/11 Commission Report, the four black boxes from Flights 11 
and 175, which struck the WTC Towers, were never found. This position was also taken by the 
FBI and National Transportation Safety Board. 


However, according to multiple reports, a well-known Red Cross medic named Mike Bellone, 
whose efforts were detailed by the New York Times, and a Ground Zero FDNY fireman Nicholas 
DeMasi reportedly found three of the four black boxes. The FBI then took custody of them, 
denied it, and then gave them to the National Transportation Safety Board, which also denied it. 
United Press International wrote: 


“The official account published by the 9/11 commission is coming under increasing 
attack as a whitewash. Contradicting the 9/11 commission's report, two men who 
worked extensively in the wreckage of the World Trade Center following the 9-11 attacks 
claim they helped federal agents find three of the four airliner black box’ flight recorders 
from the jetliners that struck the towers.” 


The Philadelphia Daily News wrote: 


“New York City firefighter Nicholas DeMasi has written... that he escorted federal agents 
on an all-terrain vehicle in October 2001 and helped them locate three of the four black 
boxes. His account is supported by a volunteer, Mike Bellone, whose efforts at Ground 
Zero have been chronicled in the New York Times...” 


Counterpunch Magazine wrote: 


“Mike Bellone and Nicholas De Masi, claimed in 2004... that Federal agents took them 
and told the two men not to mention having found them. ... A source at the National 
Transportation Safety Board... says the boxes were in fact recovered and were analyzed 
by the NTSB. ‘Off the record, we had the boxes,’ the source says. ‘You’d have to get the 
official word from the FBI as to where they are, but we worked on them here.’” 


Corresponding to these reports, on September 18, 2001, the Director of the New York State 
Emergency Management Office, Edward Jacoby, generated a now-public memorandum to New 
York Governor George Pataki with the subject line, “World Trade Center Plane Crash.” The first 
bullet point under the executive summary states: 
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“Investigators have identified the signal from one of the black boxes in the WTC debris.” 
Finally, the February 2002 issue of Army Magazine stated: 


“Radio frequency detectors developed at CECOM [Communications Electronics 
Command] were used to find ‘black box’ flight recorders from the airliners that crashed 
into the two towers.” 
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CBS News, 2/25/2002, “Speed Likely Factor in WTC Collapse” 

Counterpunch, 12/19/2005, “9/11: Missing Black Boxes in World Trade Center Attacks 
Found by Firefighters, Analyzed by NTSB, Concealed by FBI” 

New York State Emergency Management Office, 9/18/2001, “World Trade Center Plane 
Crash” (memorandum from Director Edward Jacoby to Governor George Pataki) 
Philadelphia Daily News, 10/28/2004, “New Cover-up revealed? 9/11 Black Boxes 
Found” 

Time, 7/2/2009, “A Brief History of Black Boxes” 

United Press International, 10/28/2004, “UPI Hears...” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” Ch. 1 Footnote 76, pg. 456 


Flight 11 Terrorist Passport Found Blocks from Ground Zero Days Later 

Less than one week after 9/11, the Associated Press, ABC, and CNN reported that the passport 
of Satam al Suqam — one of the terrorists aboard Flight 11 — had been recovered on the streets 
of New York within blocks of ground zero. ABC News specified that the passport was discovered 
by FBI investigators. However, a 9/11 Commission staff report asserted nearly three years later 
that an anonymous passerby found the passport and handed it to an NYPD Detective who then 
gave it to the FBI. In any event, six months after the attacks, the Guardian (which mistakenly 
said the passport belonged to Mohamed Atta) skeptically commented: 


“the idea that [the] passport had escaped from that inferno unsinged would have 
tested the credulity of the staunchest [FBI] supporter...” 


Sources: 

Associated Press, 9/16/2001, “Suspected Hijacker’s Passport Found” 

ABC News, 9/16/2001, “No Signs of Survivors, Recovery Efforts Intensify; FBI Launches 
‘Grid’ Search” 

CNN, 9/18/2001, “Ashcroft Says Nore Attacks May Be Planned” 

Guardian, 3/18/2002, “Uncle Sam’s Lucky Finds” 

9/11 Commission, 8/21/2004, “9/11 and Terrorist Travel” (Staff Report) 
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CHAPTER 21 - THE PHONE CALLS 

Summary 

(1) Following the 9/11 attacks, mainstream media outlets reported that numerous cell phone 
calls had been made from passengers aboard the hijacked planes. Examples include calls made 
by Barbara Olson, Mark Bingham, Jeremy Glick, Peter Hanson, Thomas Burnett, Brian Sweeney, 
and Marion Britton (AP (x2), CNN, BBC, CBS, WAPO (x3), NYT, Sacramento Bee, Pittsburgh 
Post-Gazette). In the case of the last four, the cell phone media reports were corroborated by 
FBI interviews of the recipients of their calls (FBI-Burnett, FBI-Hanson, FBI-Sweeney, FBI-Britton 
contact, FBI-Hanson, FBI-Olson) 


(2) Thomas Burnett’s wife Deena even specifically said that she knew the calls were from 
Thomas because the caller ID feature on her phone flashed his cell phone number (FBI-Deena 
Burnett). Plus, the FBI was actively listening in to the majority of Thomas’ multiple calls to 
Deena in real-time (AP 9/12). Further, Deena was perfectly consistent that the calls came from 
her husband’s cell phone in a media interview two years later (CBS). And, in the case of Brian 
Sweeny, the FBI listened to the message he left on the answering machine of his wife Julie in 
which he specifically said he was calling from his cell phone (FBI-Sweeny). 


(3) All of the aforementioned calls took place when the planes from which they were 
purportedly made were above 20,000 feet, many of them from 35,000 to 40,000 feet (NTSB x2, 
Com-pgs. 11-12, 29, DOJ). However, several news reports stated that in 2001 cell phone calls 
from high altitude airliners were highly unlikely or impossible (WAPO, NYT, SF Chronicle, 
QUALCOMM, San Diego Metropolitan). 


(4) The 9/11 Commission Report appeared to endorse the cell phone media reports and FBI 
interviews (Com-pg. 12, 454-456 FN 48, 49, 58, 80), but a later-released supplementary report 
said they were all made from GTE (“backseat”) airphones (Com-untitled staff report), as did a 
series of Justice Department memoranda (DOJ) provided to the 9/11 Commission. The FBI then 
flipped flopped from its original position and likewise said all the aforementioned calls were GTE 
airphone calls during the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (FBI-Moussaoui Trial). Neither the 9/11 
Commission nor the FBI ever publicly released the billing or location data associated with the 
cell phones of the reported 9/11 cell phone users (PR Newswire). 


(5) CNN commentator Barbara Olson purportedly, repeatedly called her husband, US Solicitor 
General Theodore “Ted” Olson at the Department of Justice, from Flight 77 before it crashed 
into the Pentagon (CNN, Com-pg. 455 FN 57). Her calls became a primary piece of evidence for 
the 9/11 Commission’s narrative that just three or four Flight 77 hijackers were able to subdue 
two pilots and 60 passengers with nothing more than knives and box cutters (CNN, Com-pgs. 9, 
455 FN 57, 58). However, the hijackers were slender, between 5'5” and 5’7” in height, and not 
physically imposing (Com-Staff Statement #16), while one of the pilots was a former Navy pilot, 
weightlifter, and boxer — all of which prompted the Consensus 9/11 Panel to call the 9/11 
Commission’s narrative implausible (Consensus 9/11). 


(6) In media interviews Olsen repeatedly flip-flopped about whether the call came from 
Barbara’s cell phone or an airphone (CNN (x3), FOX, Telegraph, FBI-Olsen). The FBI eventually 
conclude an airphone (FBI-Moussaoui Trial), but the Consensus 9/11 Panel cited documentation 
showing that the Boeing 757 airphone system had been deactivated the previous January 
(Consensus 9/11, Boeing). Further, the Department of Justice determined that Barbara Olson 
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only made one call that was “unconnected” and lasted “O seconds” (DOJ). This same evidence 
was presented by the FBI during the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial (FBI-Moussaoui Trial, PR 
Newswire). 


(7) Todd Beamer reportedly led a passenger revolt against the Flight 93 hijackers, which led to 
the plane crashing in a Pennsylvania field rather than a high-profile target in Washington D.C. A 
statement he purportedly uttered just before the revolt began — “Are you guys ready? Okay, 
let’s roll.” — was subsequently used by President Bush in a November 2001 speech to rally 
support for the burgeoning War on Terror (Time). 


GTE Verizon supervisor Lisa Jefferson reportedly had a now-famous 13-minute conversation 
with Beamer before the crash. The phone call contained several strange features. 


First, Beamer told Jefferson not to patch him through to his wife because he didn’t want to 
worry her with bad news. Yet the only reason Beamer’s call was routed to Jefferson in the first 
place was because his repeated attempts to call his wife failed (Jefferson-pg. 47-48)). 


Second, phone records cited by both the 9/11 Commission and FBI showed Beamer’s call lasted 
over an hour — way beyond after Flight 93 crashed (DOJ, FBI-Moussaoui Trial, PR Newswire, 
Consensus 9/11). 


Third, Jefferson considered it miraculous the call was not dropped because GTE airphone calls 
were constantly being dropped all over the country due to high call volume during the attacks 
(Jefferson-pg. 217). 


Fourth, despite the circumstances, Beamer sounded so tranquil and devoid of stress that 
Jefferson recalled doubting the caller’s authenticity (Jefferson-pg. 36), Telegraph, Beamer-pg. 
211)). 


Fifth, in a breach of convention, Beamers call was not recorded either by Jefferson or by the 
adjacent Airfone Operations Surveillance Center (AOSC), to whom Jefferson immediately 
reported the call. As a result, no one who knew Todd could confirm that it was his voice on the 
call (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


Sixth, Beamer’s Verizon cell phone records obtained by the FBI showed that 19 outgoing calls 
were placed from Beamer’s phone that same day after Flight 93 crashed (FBI-Moussaoui Trial, 
PR Newswire, Consensus 9/11). 


Seventh, there is no first-hand evidence that the famous line — “Are you guys ready? Let’s roll!” — 
was ever spoken by Beamer or anyone. In fact, Jefferson specifically told the FBI another 
passenger initiated the revolt, not Beamer (FBI-Jefferson). 


Eighth, the 9/11 Commission Report said Flight 93 was hijacked at 9:28. This included a physical 
struggle for control of the cockpit which caused the plane to fly erratically (Com-pgs. 11, 14, 456 
FN 70-71). However, Beamer’s phone records and Jefferson’s FBI interview agree that Beamer 
called at 9:48 and they spoke several minutes before the hijackers attempted to enter the 
cockpit, at which point the aircraft flew erratically (FBI-Moussaoui Trial, FBI-Jefferson). 
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Ninth, Jefferson told the FBI she never heard any sounds of the passenger revolt, the plane 
diving or crashing, or of passengers reacting to their imminent deaths. In fact, after a passenger 
other than Todd Beamer supposedly initiated the revolt, she heard nothing at all. Nevertheless, 
the call remained inexplicably connected for another twenty minutes, long past the time of the 
plane crash (FBI-Jefferson). 


(8) Days after 9/11, the government recovered the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder, which might 
have gone long way toward substantiating the accuracy of the phone calls reportedly made from 
that flight (Guardian, NYT). In April of 2002, the FBI was forced to let the relatives of the 
deceased listen to the tape under heavy security. The relatives later reported that the tape 
ended with struggling sounds followed by a loud “rushing sound.” The tape then went silent at 
10:03 with no sound of impact (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


In April of 2006, the jury of the Zacarias Moussaoui trial heard the final minutes of the Flight 93 
cockpit voice recorder, which ended completely differently — with the hijackers shouting praises 
to Allah (CNN). For some, this confirmed suspicions of tape-tampering (Daily Mail-Morgan). 


Ten years after 9/11, the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder tape remained classified (NYT). 
Numerous media outlets pointed out that the dramatic accounts of the final moments of Flight 
93 were necessarily pure conjecture due to the government’s concealment of the tape 
(Independent-citing NYT & Newsweek, Guardian-citing Time & CNN)). 


(1) Sources: 

Associated Press, 9/11/2001, “Experts, U.S. Suspect Osama bin Laden, Accused Architect 
of World’s Worst Terrorist Attacks” 

Associated Press, 9/12/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 

BBC, 9/12/2001, “I know we’re all going to die” 

CBS News, 9/10/2003, “Two Years Later...” 

CNN, 9/12/2001, “Wife of Solicitor General Alerted Him of Hijacking from Plane” 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Deena Burnett 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Eunice Hanson 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Julie Sweeney 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Marion Britton contact [name redacted] 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Peter Hanson 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Theodore Olson (U.S. Solicitor General) 

New York Times, 9/22/2001, “A NATION CHALLENGED: THE INVESTIGATION; Tape 
Reveals Wild Struggle On Flight 93” 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 9/22/2001, “13-Minute Call Bonds Her Forever with Hero” 
Sacramento Bee, 9/11/2002, “Widow Tells of Poignant Last Calls” 

Washington Post, 9/13/2001, “Bid to Thwart Hijackers May Have Led to Pa. Crash” 
Washington Post, 9/16/2001, “September 11, 2001,” (reposted 9/20 with different title) 
Washington Post, 9/20/2001, “Another workday becomes a surreal plane of terror” 


(2) Sources: 

Associated Press, 9/12/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 
CBS News, 9/10/2003, “Two Years Later...” 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Deena Burnett 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Julie Sweeney 
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(3) Sources: 

National Transportation Safety Board, 2/19/2002, “Flight Path Study — United Airlines 
Flight 93” 

National Transportation Safety Board, 2/19/2002, “Flight Path Study — American Airlines 
Flight 77” 

New York Times, 4/18/2008, “Era of In-Flight Mobile Phone Use Begins In Europe” 
QUALCOMM, 7/15/2004, “American Airlines and QUALCOMM Complete Test Flight to 
Evaluate In-Cabin Mobile Phone Use” (Press Release) 

San Diego Metropolitan, October 2001, interview with Marco Thompson, President of 
the San Diego Telecom Council 

San Francisco Chronicle, 12/15/2004, “Can You Hear Me On A 747? / FCC Set To Consider 
In-Flight Cell Phones” 

Washington Post, 12/9/2004, “Cell Phones In Flight Considered” 

9/11 Commission, 4/26/2004, U.S. Department of Justice response “to the Commission’s 
Document Request No. 14 to the Department, which requested documents that describe 
cell phone and airphone calls placed by passengers and crew aboard American Airlines 
Flight No. 11, American Airlines Flight No. 11, United Airlines Flight No. 175, and United 
Airlines Flight No. 93 on September 11, 2001.” 

9/11 Commission, 5/13/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Department of Justice 
Briefing on Cell and Phone Calls from UA Flight 93” 

9/11 Commission, 5/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Department of Justice 
Briefing on Cell and Phone Calls from AA Flight 77” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 11-12, 29 
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PR Newswire, 5/16/2013, “The 9/11 Phone Calls: Disturbing Irregularities Uncovered in 
the Calls that Flashed around the World” 
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Numerous 9/11 In-Flight Cell Phone Calls Are Reported in Media and Corroborated by FBI 
Following the 9/11 attacks, mainstream media outlets reported that numerous cell phone calls 
had been made from passengers aboard the hijacked planes. Examples include: 


1) Barbara Olson 
2) Peter Hanson 

3) Thomas Burnett 
4) Jeremy Glick 

5) Mark Bingham 
6) Brian Sweeney 
7) Marion Britton 


Many of these reports were also corroborated by FBI interviews of the recipients of those calls. 
Now let’s look at several examples of mainstream media reports and FBI interviews. 


On 9/11, CNN reported that its commentator Barbara Olson was aboard Flight 77, which 
crashed into the Pentagon, and that she called her husband, U.S. Solicitor General Theodore 
“Ted” Olson, at the Department of Justice twice about half an hour before impact. However, the 
FBI’s summary of its interview with Ted Olson said: 


“Olson doesn’t know if the calls were made from her cell phone or the telephone on the 
plane.” 


Barbara Olson’s phone calls will be discussed in more detail in a future section. 
On 9/11, the Associated Press reported that businessman Peter Hanson on Flight 175, which hit 
the World Trade Center, called his father Lee Hanson of Connecticut and that “a minister 


confirmed the cell phone call to Lee Hanson.” 


Likewise, both Lee Hanson and his wife Eunice Hanson said in their interviews with the FBI that 
Peter had called with a cell phone. 


The day after 9/11, the BBC reported: 
“A senior U.S. intelligence official told MSNBC.com that mobile phone communications 
from Flight 93 indicate that three passengers overpowered the hijackers but were unable 
to maintain control of the plane.” 

The Associated Press reported on September 12: 
“Among them was [Flight 93 passenger] Thomas Burnett, a 38-year-old business 
executive from California. In a series of four cellular phone calls, Burnett had his wife, 
Deena, conference in the FBI and calmly gathered information about the other hijacked 
flights.” 
“She called 911, who patched her through to the FBI. She was on the phone with agents 


when his second call came.” 
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Similarly, the Sacramento Bee reported a year later that Deena Burnett had been “strangely 
calmed by her husband’s steady voice over his cell phone.” 


Also, a September of 2003 CBS News segment featuring an interview with Deena Burnett stated: 


“Tom Burnett made four cell phone calls from Flight 93 to Deena Burnett at home, telling 
her he and some other passengers were going to ‘do something.” 


The summary notes of the FBI’s interview with Deena likewise said: 
“Burnett received a series of three to five cellular phone calls from her husband... Burnett 
was able to determine that her husband was using his own cellular telephone because 
the caller identification showed his number...” 

Two days after 9/11, the Washington Post reported: 
“[Jeremy] Glick’s cell phone call from Flight 93 and others like it provide the most 
dramatic accounts so far of events aboard the four hijacked aircraft... [Regarding] the 
30-minute call with her husband... FBI agents monitored the last 20 minutes of the call 
and are studying a tape and transcript.” 

The same Washington Post article also stated: 
“31-year-old Mark Bingham... in his cell phone call... at 9:44... managed to tell his aunt 
and mother, Alice Hoglan, only that the plane had been hijacked and that he loved them 
before the phone ‘went dead’ 


Once again, the same Washington Post article likewise stated regarding Flight 93: 


“Aboard the other doomed flights, passengers and flight personnel also frantically used 
cell phones to describe the terror unfolding in the sky.” 


The Washington Post reported on September 16: 
“(Flight 175 passenger] Brian Sweeney called his wife Julie: ‘Hi, Jules,’ Brian Sweeney was 
saying into his cell phone. ‘It’s Brian. We’ve been hijacked, and it doesn’t look too 
good.” 
However, the FBI’s October 2, 2001 interview with Julie Sweeney clarified that Brian had 
actually left a message on her answering machine since she was out during the call. The 
interview notes state: 
“Sweeney returned home to find that her husband had left a message, made from his 
cell phone aboard the plane, on their answering machine. The answering machine 


recorded that the message was left at approximately 8:58 a.m.” 


On September 22, the Pittsburgh Post-Gazette reported: 
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“(Flight 93 passenger Marion Britton] called longtime friend Fred Fiumano, from whom 
she had borrowed a cell phone.” 


Likewise, the notes from the FBI’s 9/11/2001 interview state: 


“Marion Britton was a passenger on UA 93... [redacted] received a cellular telephone call 
from Britton during the hijacking.” 


That same day, the New York Times stated: 


“In the past week, officials have said that the passengers appeared to have stormed the 
cockpit after the four hijackers commandeered the flight. That account has been based 
primarily on cellphone conversations between passengers and people on the ground.” 


Sources: 

Associated Press, 9/11/2001, “Experts, U.S. Suspect Osama bin Laden, Accused Architect 
of World’s Worst Terrorist Attacks” 

Associated Press, 9/12/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 
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CNN, 9/12/2001, “Wife of Solicitor General Alerted Him of Hijacking from Plane” 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Deena Burnett 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Eunice Hanson 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Julie Sweeney 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Marion Britton contact [name redacted] 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Peter Hanson 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Theodore Olson (U.S. Solicitor General) 

New York Times, 9/22/2001, “A NATION CHALLENGED: THE INVESTIGATION; Tape 
Reveals Wild Struggle On Flight 93” 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 9/22/2001, “13-Minute Call Bonds Her Forever with Hero” 
Sacramento Bee, 9/11/2002, “Widow Tells of Poignant Last Calls” 

Washington Post, 9/13/2001, “Bid to Thwart Hijackers May Have Led to Pa. Crash” 
Washington Post, 9/16/2001, “September 11, 2001,” (reposted 9/20 with different title) 
Washington Post, 9/20/2001, “Another Workday Becomes a Surreal Plane of Terror” 


Numerous Media Outlets and Experts Report High Elevation In-Flight Phone Calls Impossible in 
2001 

The times of the aforementioned reported phone calls were later documented in a handful of 
9/11 Commission documents, such as the Flight 77 and 93 Phone Calls memoranda and the 
Justice Department’s response to 9/11 Commission Document Request No. 14. When these 
times are compared with the National Transportation Safety Board Flight Path Studies for the 
9/11 Flights, it is clear that all of them occurred from above 20,000 feet and many of them from 
35,000 to 40,000 feet, or more. For example, a number of the calls were made from Flight 93 
between when it was hijacked at around 35,000 at 9:28 and when it reached 40,700 feet and 
9:38, according to pages 11-12, 29 the 9/11 Commission Report. 
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However, these reports stood in contrast to several other news reports which stated that in 
2001 cell phone calls from high altitude airliners were highly unlikely or impossible. For example, 
in December of 2004, Sprint spokeswoman Mary Nell Westbrook told the Washington Post: 


“..most cell phones won't work once a plane reaches its cruising altitude... ‘Once you get 
to a certain height, you are no longer in the range of the cellular network’ because cell 
phone towers aren't built to project their signals that high...” 


That same month, the San Francisco Chronicle reported: 


“Today's vote by the FCC is intended to address whether technology has improved to the 
extent that cell phone calls now are possible above 10,000 feet — they weren't in the 
past.” 


Likewise, in an untitled blurb in the October 2001 issue of San Diego Metropolitan magazine, 
Marco Thompson, president of the San Diego Telecom Council stated the following regarding 
the use of cell phones on airplanes. (The three sentences in parenthesis are summary 
statements by the interviewer. All others are direct quotations.): 


“Cell phones are not designed to work on a plane. Although they do. (The rough rule is 
that when the plane is slow and over a city, the phone will work up to 10,000 feet or so.) 
Also, it depends on how fast the plane is moving and its proximity to antennas. At 30,000 
feet, it may work momentarily while near a cell site, but it’s chancy and the connection 
won’t last. (Also, the hand-off process from cell site to cell site is more difficult. It is 
created for a maximum speed of 60 mph to 100 mph.) They are not built for 400 mph 
airplanes.” 


Also, in July of 2004, American Airlines and Qualcomm announced a successful demonstration of 
a new type of cell phone technology that would allow passengers “to place and receive calls as if 
they were on the ground,” potentially becoming commercially available in 2006. 


Similarly, in 2008, the New York Times reported new technology beginning to be implemented 
on European flights allowed cell phone users to make low-quality cell phone calls. The article 
stated: 


“But there are still a number of hurdles to be overcome. The technology, which lets users 
make and receive calls through a satellite-linked, on-board base station, delivers a 
patchy quality that keeps most in-flight calls short and tinny.” 
In contrast to all these reports, 3 days after 9/11, the New York Times, quoted one industry 
expert who made a contrary claim. Marvin Sirbu, professor of engineering and public policy at 


Carnegie Mellon University, stated: 


“The fact of the matter is that cell phones can work in almost all phases of a commercial 
flight.” 


Sources: 
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9/11 Commission Discreetly Denies All Reported Cell Phone Calls; FBI Suddenly Changes Its 

Position 

When the 9/11 Commission released its final report in July of 2004, it gave the appearance of 
supporting the media reports and FBI interviews regarding the widespread use of passengers’ 
cell phones. For example, on page 12 it said of Flight 93: 


“Shortly [after 9:32], the passengers and flight crew began a series of calls from GTE 
airphones and cellular phones. These calls between family, friends, and colleagues took 
place until the end of the flight and provided those on the ground with firsthand 
accounts.” 


Likewise, footnote 80 on page 456 stated: 


“We have relied mainly on the record of FBI interviews with people who received calls. 
The FBI interviews were conducted while memories were still fresh and were less likely to 
have been affected by reading the accounts of others or hearing stories in the media... 
See FBI reports of investigation, interviews of recipients of calls from Mark Bingham... 
Marion Britton, Thomas Burnett... Jeremy Glick...” 


Similarly, the report cited FBI interviews of recipients of phone calls from Brian Sweeny, Peter 
Hanson, and Barbara Olson in footnotes 48, 49, and 58, respectively. 
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However, the following month the 9/11 Commission staff generated an untitled, heavily 
footnoted 120-page peripheral report dated August 26, 2004. In Part 1 (entitled, “We Have 
Some Planes’: The Four Flights — a Chronology”), on page 45, the report specified its position 
that only two calls from the hijacked flights were made with cell phones. Both of them occurred 
from Flight 93 at 9:58 when the plane’s elevation was around 5,000 feet. All others were made 
from the GTE (“backseat”) Airphones. 


The 9:58 callers were Edward Felt and CeeCee Lyles — not any of the aforementioned individuals 
who were reported by the media and/or the FBI to have used cell phones. The durations of the 
calls were not specified. As additional 9/11 Commission supplementary documentation — such 
as the Flight 77 and 93 Phone Calls memoranda and the Justice Department’s response to 9/11 
Commission Document Request No. 14 — became publicly available, it corroborated the untitled 
staff report. 


Finally, during the 2006 Zacarias Moussaoui trial, the FBI overruled its own investigation from 
years earlier and presented Exhibit Number P200055 — a series of slides that summarized every 
single phone call made by passengers aboard hijacked flights on 9/11. The presentation agreed 
with the untitled 9/11 Commission staff report that only Edward Felt and CeeCee Lyles’ 9:58 call 
had been made on cell phones. 


As discussed previously — numerous media reports aside — notes from FBI Interviews with Lee 
and Eunice Hanson (mother and father of Lee Hanson), Deena Burnett (wife of Thomas Burnett), 
Julie Sweeny (wife of Brian Sweeney), and a friend of Marion Britton all state that the 
corresponding 9/11 passengers called using cell phones. Of particular interest are the calls made 
to Deena Burnett and Julie Sweeney. 


The FBI’s interview with Deena Burnett specifically stated that she knew the call was from 
Thomas because the caller ID feature on her phone flashed his cell phone number. Furthermore, 
the FBI was actively listening in to the majority of Thomas’ multiple calls to Deena in real-time. 
Finally, Deena was perfectly consistent that the call came from her husband's cell phone in 
multiple media interviews in the years that followed. 


In the case of Julie Sweeny, the FBI report said they learned Brian had used his cell phone by 
listening to the message he left on Julie’s machine, so there is no possibility that Julie misheard 
or misremembered what Brian said. 


Finally, as PR Newswire pointed out, citing research by the 9/11 Consensus Panel, neither the 
9/11 Commission nor the FBI ever publicly released the billing or location data associated with 
the cell phones of the reported 9/11 cell phone users. 


Sources: 

FBI, 2006, “United States v. Zacarias Moussaoui, Exhibit Number P200055” 

PR Newswire, 5/16/2013, “The 9/11 Phone Calls: Disturbing Irregularities Uncovered in 
the Calls that Flashed around the World” 

9/11 Commission, 4/26/2004, U.S. Department of Justice response “to the Commission’s 
Document Request No. 14 to the Department, which requested documents that describe 
cell phone and airphone calls placed by passengers and crew aboard American Airlines 
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Flight No. 11, American Airlines Flight No. 11, United Airlines Flight No. 175, and United 
Airlines Flight No. 93 on September 11, 2001.” 

9/11 Commission, 5/13/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Department of Justice 
Briefing on Cell and Phone Calls from UA Flight 93” 

9/11 Commission, 5/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Department of Justice 
Briefing on Cell and Phone Calls from AA Flight 77” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 12, 454-456 (Footnotes 48, 
49, 58, 80) 

9/11 Commission, 8/24/2004, untitled staff report, “Part 1: ‘We Have Some Planes’: The 
Four Flights — a Chronology,” pg. 45 


Source of Flight 77 Call from Barbara Olson (CNN Commentator) Unclear; Evidence Contradicts 
Either Case 

On 9/11, CNN reported that its commentator Barbara Olson was aboard Flight 77, which 
crashed into the Pentagon, and that she called her husband, US Solicitor General Theodore 
“Ted” Olson, at the Department of Justice twice about half an hour before impact. Ted Olson 
told CNN that his wife said “all passengers and flight personnel, including the pilots, were herded 
to the back of the plane by armed hijackers,” who had “knives and cardboard cutters.” 


Although Olson told CNN that his wife used a cell phone, the FBI’s summary of its September 
11™ interview with him said: 


“Olson doesn’t know if the calls were made from her cell phone or the telephone on the 
plane.” 


During a September 14" interview on Hannity & Colmes, Olson said she called him using the 
“airplane phone.” However, that same day he also told Larry King of CNN that she used her cell 
phone. On September 16", the Washington Post said it had been a cell phone call. In March of 
2002, Olson told the Daily Telegraph she called using “the phone in the passengers’ seats.” And 
one year after 9/11, CNN again reported that Barbara Olson had called her husband “on her 
cellular phone.” 


The FBI eventually concluded in May of 2004 that: 

“All of the calls from Flight 77 were made via the onboard airphone system.” 
However, the 9/11 Consensus Panel argued that no airphone calls could have been made from 
Flight 77 during 9/11. They cited as evidence a page in the Boeing 757 Aircraft Maintenance 
Manual (757 AMM), dated January 28, 2001, which stated: 

“The passenger telephone system was deactivated by ECO FO878.” 
Furthermore, the 9/11 Commission’s May of 2004 Department of Justice Memorandum said 
their records only showed one call from Barbara Olson that was “unconnected” and lasted “O 


seconds.” These same numbers were presented by the FBI as evidence during the 2006 Zacarias 
Moussaoui trial. This point was also raised by the 9/11 Consensus Panel, per PR Newswire. 
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Contrarily, the 9/11 Commission Report said in Chapter 1 footnote 57 that both the FBI and 
Department of Justice believed Barbara Olson had made a total of 4 calls. The first three were 
placed when Flight 77 was flying at typical airliner cruising elevations and the fourth was placed 
when it was flying erratically between 6,000 and 7,000 feet, according to the National 
Transportation Safety Boards’ Flight 77 Flight Path Study. 


Neither the telephone company records, nor the Department of Justice phone call records 
(where Ted Olson was working when Barbara called him), nor Barbara Olson’s cell phone call 
records have ever been made public. 


Ted Olson retelling of Barbara’s call became a primary piece of evidence for the 9/11 
Commission’s narrative (pgs. 9, 455 (Footnotes 57, 58)) that about 60 passengers and the pilots 
were held off in the back of the plane by just three or four hijackers with knives and box cutters. 
However, 9/11 Commission Staff Statement number 16 pointed out that the hijackers were “not 
physically imposing, as the majority of them were between 5’5” and 5’7” in height and slender in 
build.” This fact (combined with the aforementioned May of 2004 DoJ memorandum showing 
that Barbara’s call never actually got through) led the Consensus 9/11 Panel to conclude that 
9/11 Commission’s Flight 77 narrative was “implausible,” particularly since one of the pilots was 
Charles Burlingame, a former Navy pilot who was also a weightlifter and boxer. 


Sources: 

Boeing Corporation, 1/28/2001, “757 Aircraft Maintenance Manual (757 AMM)” 
Consensus 9/11 Panel Website, “Point PC-2: The Reported Phone Calls from Barbara 
Olson” 

CNN, 9/12/2001, “Wife of Solicitor General Alerted Him of Hijacking from Plane” 
CNN’s Larry King Live, 9/14/2001, “America’s New War: Recovering from Tragedy” 
(Interview with Ted Olsen) 

CNN, 9/10/2002, “On September 11, Final Words of Love” 

FBI, 9/11/2001, Interview of Theodore Olson (U.S. Solicitor General) 

FBI, 2006, “United States v. Zacarias Moussaoui, Exhibit Number P200055” 

Fox News’ Hannity & Colmes, 9/14/2001, Interview with Ted Olsen 

PR Newswire, 5/16/2013, “The 9/11 Phone Calls: Disturbing Irregularities Uncovered in 
the Calls that Flashed around the World” 

Telegraph, 3/5/2002, “She Asked Me How to Stop the Plane” 

Washington Post, 9/16/2001, “September 11, 2001,” (reposted 9/20 with different title) 
Washington Post, 9/20/2001, “Another workday becomes a surreal plane of terror” 
9/11 Commission, 5/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Department of Justice 
Briefing on Cell and Phone Calls from AA Flight 77” 

9/11 Commission, 6/16/2004, “Staff Statement No. 16: Outline of the 9/11 Plot” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 9, 455 (Footnotes 57, 58) 


Contradiction-Laden Flight 93 Phone Call Becomes War on Terror Rallying Cry 

Todd Beamer reportedly led a passenger revolt against the Flight 93 hijackers, which led to the 
plane crashing in a Pennsylvania field rather than a high-profile target in Washington D.C. A 
statement he purportedly uttered just before the revolt began — “Are you guys ready? Okay, 
let’s roll.” — was subsequently used by President Bush in a November 2001 speech to rally 
support for the burgeoning War on Terror, per Time Magazine. 
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GTE Verizon supervisor Lisa Jefferson reportedly had a 13-minute conversation with Beamer 
before the crash. Before his conversation with Jefferson, Beamer repeatedly tried to call his 
pregnant wife Lisa Beamer. On his last attempt, the call was routed to a GTE Verizon customer- 
service operator who forwarded the call to Jefferson, who was the operator’s supervisor. This 
call was included in The 9/11 Commission Report and was discussed in detail both by Lisa 
Jefferson in her July 2006 book, “Called,” and by Lisa Beamer in her 2002 book, “Let’s Roll: 
Ordinary People, Extraordinary Courage.” 


The famous phone call contained several strange features. First, at one point Jefferson asked if 
Beamer: 


“Would you like me to try to reach your wife and patch her call through?” 


However, even though he had already tried to reach his wife, and even though he believed his 
death was imminent, which obviously would have upset his wife upon hearing the news, 
Beamer replied (Called, pg. 47-48): 


“No, no. | don’t want to upset her unnecessarily. She’s expecting our third child in 
January, and if | don’t have to upset her with any bad news, then I’d rather not.” 


Second, according to a 9/11 Commission memorandum on Flight 93 phone calls, Todd Beamer’s 
final phone call with Jefferson lasted over an hour. Similarly, during the 2006 Moussaoui Trial, 
the FBI provided telephone records showing that Beamer’s call reached Jefferson at 9:48:48 and 
lasted 3,925 seconds — over 65 minutes. Each of these records meant the call supposedly lasted 
way beyond Flight 93’s crash just after 10 AM. This point was also raised by the 9/11 Consensus 
Panel, per PR Newswire. 


Third, according to Beamer’s 2002 book, Jefferson was amazed the call was not dropped. The 
book stated (Let’s Roll, pg. 217): 


“it was a miracle that Todd’s call hadn’t been disconnected... Because of the enormous 
number of calls that day, the GTE systems overloaded and lines were being disconnected 


all around [Jefferson]... She kept thinking, ‘This call is going to get dropped!” 


Fourth, despite the circumstances, Todd Beamer seemed remarkably devoid of stress during the 
call. In her book, Jefferson recalled (Called, pg. 33): 


“[H]is voice was devoid of any stress. In fact, he sounded so tranquil it made me begin to 
doubt the authenticity and urgency of his call.” 


Likewise, the Telegraph quoted Jefferson as saying: 
“..he was calm all the way through our conversation.” 
Also, in her book, Lisa Beamer recalled Jefferson telling her (Let’s Roll, pg. 211): 


“If |hadn’t known it was a real hijacking, I’d have thought it was a crank call, because 
Todd was so rational and methodical about what he was doing.” 
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Fifth, Jefferson unconventionally did not have the call recorded, nor did the adjacent Airfone 
Operations Surveillance Center (AOSC), to whom Jefferson immediately reported the call. As a 
result, no one who knew Todd could confirm that it was his voice on the call. Also, Jefferson did 
not go through the routine questions in her distress-call manual (Called, pg. 36). Despite these 
basic missteps, she was given a “Verizon Excellence Award” for her handling of the call, per the 
Daily Mail. 


Sixth, on September 29, 2001, the FBI obtained Todd Beamer’s cell phone records from Verizon 
which showed that 19 outgoing calls were placed from his phone that same day after Flight 93 
crashed. This point was also raised by the 9/11 Consensus Panel, per PR Newswire. 


Seventh, Beamer’s famous line — “Are you guys ready? Let’s roll!” — originally appeared in the 
Pittsburgh Post-Gazette following its interview with Lisa Beamer. However, Lisa Beamer never 
spoke to her husband during the flight and nothing close to this moment appeared in the 
summary of Lisa Jefferson’s interview with the FBI. In fact, Jefferson specifically said another 
passenger initiated the revolt. The summary states: 


“..Beamer said the passengers were about to attack the hijackers... Next, Jefferson 
heard another passenger give the go-ahead to make their move. After that point, she 
heard nothing.” 


Eighth, according to page 11 of the 9/11 Commission Report, at 9:28, the hijackers forced their 
way into Flight 93’s cockpit and engaged in a physical struggle for control of the plane, which 
resulted in the aircraft flying erratically. It states: 


“The hijackers attacked at 9:28. While traveling 35,000 feet above eastern Ohio, 
United 93 suddenly dropped 700 feet. Eleven seconds into the descent, the FAA’s air 
traffic control center in Cleveland received the first of two radio transmissions from the 
aircraft. During the first broadcast, the captain or first officer could be heard declaring 
‘MayDay’ amid the sounds of physical struggle in the cockpit. The second radio 
transmission, 35 seconds later, indicated that the fight was continuing. The captain or 
first officer could be heard shouting: ‘Hey get out of here — get out of here — get out of 
here.’” 


The 9/11 Commission Report cited several studies from the National Transportation Safety 
Board (NTSB), the Federal Aviation Authority (FAA), and the Aircraft Communication and 
Reporting System (ACARS) to substantiate the time of the beginning of Flight 93’s hijacking as 
9:28 AM. 


However, during the 2006 Moussaoui Trial, the FBI provided telephone records showing that 
Beamer’s call to Jefferson began at 9:48. Similarly, Jefferson told her FBI interviewers that 
Beamer called at approximately 9:45 and she spoke with him about seven minutes before the 
hijackers attempted to enter the cockpit, at which point the aircraft flew erratically. The 
interview summary stated: 
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“Beamer called to state that the airplane was about to be hijacked. He stated that three 
individuals, two wielding knives, the third with a bomb strapped to his waist with a red 
belt, were preparing to take control of the flight. 


Jefferson estimated that she spoke to Beamer for seven minutes before the two hijackers 
with arms entered the cockpit, securing the door behind them... Beamer stated that after 
a short period, the aircraft maneuvered erratically and continued to do so.” 


Therefore, the phone records and Jefferson’s interview put the Flight 93 hijacking more than 
twenty minutes later than the 9/11 Commission’s narrative. 


Ninth, despite the 9/11 Commission Report stating that there was a physical struggle and shouts 
of “MayDay” and “Get out of here” from the cockpit during the hijacking, Jefferson’s FBI 
interview noted: 


“the call had an unusually low amount of background noise.” 


In fact, Jefferson told the FBI that she never heard any sounds of the passenger revolt, the plane 
diving or crashing, or of passengers reacting to their imminent deaths. In fact, after a passenger 
other than Todd Beamer supposedly initiated the revolt, she heard nothing at all. Nevertheless, 
the call remained inexplicably connected for another twenty minutes, long past the time of the 
plane crash. The FBI interview summary stated: 


“at 9:00 a.m. Central Time [10 AM Eastern]... Jefferson heard another passenger give 
the go-ahead to make their move. After that point, she heard nothing. She kept the 
connection open for another twenty minutes without hearing anything, at which time 
she disconnected the call.” 


Sources: 

Daily Mail, 8/19/2006, “Flight 93 ‘Was Shot Down’ Claims Book” 

FBI, 2006, “United States v. Zacarias Moussaoui, Exhibit Number P200055” 

Lisa Beamer and Ken Abraham, 2002, “Let’s Roll: Ordinary People, Extraordinary 
Courage,” pgs. 211, 217 

Lisa Jefferson and Felicia Middlebrooks, July 2006, “Called,” pgs. 33, 36, 47-48 

PR Newswire, 5/16/2013, “The 9/11 Phone Calls: Disturbing Irregularities Uncovered in 
the Calls that Flashed around the World” 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 9/16/2001, “The Phone Line from Flight 93 Was Still Open when 
a GTE Operator Heard Todd Beamer Say: ‘Are You Guys Ready? Let’s Roll’” 

Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, 9/22/2001, “13-Minute Call Bonds Her Forever with Hero” 
Telegraph, 10/21/2001, “The Extraordinary Last Calls of Flight UA93” 

Time, 11/9/2001, “Bush: ‘My Fellow Americans, Let’s Roll’” 

Washington Post, 5/12/2002, “Hallowed Ground” 

9/11 Commission, 9/11/2001, FBI Interview of Lisa Jefferson 

9/11 Commission, 9/29/2001, FBI Document (heading is redacted); states: “Lead Control 
Number NK 5381... Todd Beamer... On September 11, 2001 the below-listed calls were 
made on cellular telephone (908) 202-4940.” 

9/11 Commission, 5/13/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Department of Justice 
Briefing on Cell and Phone Calls from UA Flight 93” 
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9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 11, 14, 456 (Footnotes 70- 
71) 


Potentially Corroborating Audio Recording Never Released to the Public 

Days after 9/11, the government recovered the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder, which might 
have gone long way toward substantiating the accuracy of the phone calls reportedly made from 
that flight. The Guardian in 2008 recalled a moment the day after 9/11 when CBS reporter Bob 
Orr told Dan Rather: 


“the cockpit tape and the flight data recorder, when they're recovered, might make 
this case...[that the passengers who reportedly led the passenger revolt] should be 
observed in this case, Dan, as heroes.” 


Unfortunately, the contents were never fully publicly revealed. Here is a brief chronology. 


On September 22, 2001, the New York Times, citing unnamed government officials, reported 
that the cockpit voice recorder revealed a “desperate and wild struggle” but “did not provide a 
clear or complete picture” 


In April of 2002, per the Daily Mail, the FBI was forced to let the relatives of the deceased listen 
to the tape under heavy security. The relatives later reported that the tape ended with 
struggling sounds followed by a loud “rushing sound.” The tape then went silent at 10:03 with 
no sound of impact. 


The Independent reported in August of 2002 that while media outlets such as the New York 
Times, Newsweek, and Vanity Fair had published dramatic accounts of the final moments of 
Flight 93, they were necessarily “pure conjecture” because government officials were: 


“unwilling to reveal... the full contents of the material gleaned from the cockpit voice- 
recorder, which was retrieved in perfect working order after the crash” 


The Guardian likewise pointed to early Flight 93 reports of passenger heroism by Time Magazine 
and CNN, which used phrases like, “We'd like to think...,” and “We can only surmise...” 


In April of 2006, CNN reported that the jury of the Zacarias Moussaoui trial heard the final 
minutes of the Flight 93 cockpit voice recorder, which ended completely different than what the 
family members said they heard — not with a rushing sound followed by silence, but with the 
hijackers shouting praises to Allah. Rowland Morgan, former journalist for the Independent and 
the Guardian, and co-author of the 2006 book, “Flight 93: What Really Happened On The Heroic 
9/11 ‘Let’s Roll’ Flight,” said in an August of 2006 article for the Daily Mail this discrepancy 
“confirmed suspicions of tape tampering.” He further questioned whether the rushing sound 
heard by the relatives could “have been made by the plane being holed?” 


In any event, the vast majority of the recording was still classified ten years after 9/11. The New 


York Times reported in September of 2011 that, while many other audio files related to the 9/11 
investigation had been released to the public: 
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“..two essential pieces... remain restricted or classified. One is about 30 minutes of the 
cockpit recording of United Airlines Flight 93.” 


Sources: 

CNN, 4/13/2006, “On Tape, Passengers Heard Trying to Retake Cockpit” 

Daily Mail, 8/19/2006, “Flight 93 ‘Was Shot Down’ Claims Book” 

Guardian, 2/18/2008, “Imagined Valour” 

Independent, 8/13/2002, “Unanswered Questions: The mystery of Flight 93” 

New York Times, 9/22/2001, “A NATION CHALLENGED: THE INVESTIGATION; Tape 
Reveals Wild Struggle On Flight 93” 

New York Times, 9/9/2011, “Newly Published Audio Provides Real-Time View of 9/11 
Attacks” 

Telegraph, 10/21/2001, “The Extraordinary Last Calls of Flight UA93” 
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CHAPTER 22 - THE DRILLS 

Summary 

(1) During the 9/11 attacks, NORAD was in the midst of a days-long exercise known as “Vigilant 
Guardian”, which simulated multiple hijackings (Com-NORAD Exercises). When the NEADS Head 
of Operations learned of the first 9/11 hijack, he thought it was part of the exercise (Vanity 
Fair). 


Thirty hours of audiotape from the NEADS’ control room released to Vanity Fair (used in the 
production of the 2006 Hollywood film United 93) revealed that the NEADS crew engaged in 
chases of multiple phantom hijackings due to exercise-related misinformation that peaked 
during the actual attacks. The Commander of NEADS at one point received reports of 29 
different hijackings. NEADS technicians asked the question “/s this real-world or exercise?” over 
and over. When NEADS officers learned the second hijacked airliner hit the World Trade Center 
they thought it was only one of the false blips that were deliberately inserted into military radar 
screens as part of the exercise (Vanity Fair). 


The erroneous phantom Flight 11 report to which the 9/11 Commission tried to attribute the 
Langley scramble (Com-pg. 26-27, 34) appears to have been caused by the exercise (Vanity 
Fair), but the 9/11 Commission claimed it could never find out how the false report originated — 
only that the blame lay with the FAA rather than the military (Com-pg. 26). 


Simultaneous to Vigilant Guardian was another large drill called Global Guardian, plus five 
additional drills that accompanied it. Each drill involved all levels of command. This made 9/11 
the busiest morning of aerial military exercises in United States history, even though each of 
these drills was traditionally run in October or November. Many of the fighter jets and pilots 
that were typically on call in the northeastern United States were unavailable during the 9/11 
attacks because they were supporting exercises in Alaska, Canada, and other regions of the 
United States (Consensus 9/11). However, the 9/11 Commission did not disclose this 
information or suggest that the drills negatively affected the military’s response to the attacks. 


In fact, the 9/11 Commission ridiculously claimed that the exercises helped NORAD respond 
more effectively (Com-pg. 458 FN 116). NORAD Commander General Eberhart (Com-Eberhart 
Test) and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard Myers (Congress-Myers Test) 
claimed likewise. By contrast, the Consensus 9/11 Panel said the exercises’ impact should be re- 
investigated (Consensus 9/11) and Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under 
President Ronald Reagan) suggested the exercises may have been planned to facilitate a 
deliberate military stand down (Honegger). 


(2) Tangentially, while it may be a striking coincidence for a real-life terrorist attack to take place 
at the same time as a drill simulating a similar or identical attack, 9/11 is not the only time this 
has happened. On the morning of July 7th, 2005, terrorists executed suicide bombings of three 
underground train stations across London during rush hour. At the same time, over 1,000 
people in the public and private sectors were simultaneously running an exercise that simulated 
precisely the same scenario that unfolded in real life (BBC Radio). 


There were several other strange or suspicious facets of the bombing as well. All four bombs 


used in the attacks were high-grade military explosives (London Times, Guardian). When Al 
Qaeda purportedly claimed responsibility for the attacks on a popular Islamic militant website, 
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the statement contained an implausible error in one of the Quranic verses it cited (NBC). Prime 
Minister Tony Blair repeatedly refused to commission a government investigation into bombings 
(Financial Times, BBC). Two of the bombers had been under surveillance by British intelligence 
for a year before the bombings (BBC). And the purported mastermind of the bombings filed a 
lawsuit claiming British intelligence forced him into a false confession by torturing him and 
threatening to rape and murder his loved ones (BBC, Guardian, Daily Mail). 


(3) Interestingly, military planners know full well that exercises can be used as a cover for real 
operations. In fact, the massive 1983 Cold War exercise known as “Able Archer 83,” nearly led to 
a real nuclear exchange between NATO and the USSR (National Security Archive (x2), Slate). 


(1) Sources: 
Barbara Honegger, 9/6/2006, “THE PENTAGON ATTACK PAPERS; Seven Hours in 


September: The Clock that Broke the Lie” 

C-SPAN, 3/10/2005, “Fiscal Year 2006 Defense Budget Hearing,” (Transcript of 
Representative Cynthia McKinney’s Exchange with Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Richard Myers) 

Consensus 9/11 Website, “Point ME-2: The Claim that the Military Exercises Did Not 
Delay the Response to the 9/11 Attacks” 

Vanity Fair, 10/17/2006, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: NORAD Commander General 
Eberhart and Acting Head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers Testimonies 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 26-27, 34, 458 (Footnote 
116) 

9/11 Commission, undated, “NORAD EXERCISES Hijack Summary” spreadsheet (National 
Archives website, 9/11 Commission Series, Team 8 Files) 


(2) Sources: 
BBC 5 Drive Radio Program, 7/7/2005, Interview with Visor Consultants Managing 


Director Peter Power 

BBC News, 5/2/2007, “Blair Rejects 7/7 Inquiry Calls” 

BBC, 6/25/2009, “British Man Details Torture Claim” 

CNN, 11/6/2013, “July 7 2005 London Bombings Fast Facts” 

Daily Mail, 5/28/2009, “MI5 Hit by New Claim of Torture Collusion as Briton to Sue Home 
Secretary Over ‘Beatings’” 

Daily Mail, 6/25/2009, “If | Didn't Confess to 7/7 Bombings MI5 Officers Would Rape My 
Wife,’ Claims Torture Victim — 7/7 Bombings” 

Financial Times, July 2005, “Blair Rejects Calls for Probe Into Bombings” 

Guardian, 7/11/2005, “Terror Cell ‘Capable of Further Attacks’” 

Guardian, 6/25/2009, “Briton Claims He Was Tortured As 7/7 ‘Mastermind’” 

NBC, 7/7/2005, “Islamic group Claims London Attack” 

Sunday Times (London), 7/12/2005, “Terrorist Gang ‘Used Military Explosives’” 


(3) Sources: 
National Security Archive, “The Able Archer 83 Sourcebook” 


National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book No. 533, 10/24/2015, “The 1983 War 
Scare Declassified and For Real” 
Slate, 4/13/2017, “The Week the World Almost Ended” 
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NORAD’s Response to Attacks Obstructed By Exercise 

During the 9/11 attacks, NORAD was in the midst of a days-long exercise known as “Vigilant 
Guardian”, which simulated multiple hijackings. Two days before 9/11, the exercise simulated 
the hijacking of a civilian passenger jet by terrorists planning to blow the plane up with 
explosives over New York City, per a spreadsheet in the 9/11 Commission archives entitled, 
“NORAD EXERCISES Hijack Summary.” Another civilian passenger jet hijacking simulation was 
scheduled for the morning of 9/11. Per Vanity Fair, Lieutenant Colonel Kevin Nasypany, Head of 
operations at NORAD’s Northeast Air Defense Sector (NEADS) headquarters later stated: 


“When they told me there was a hijack, my first reaction was, ‘Somebody started the 
exercise early... The hijack’s not supposed to be for another hour.’” 


Thirty hours of audiotape from the NEADS’ control room released under subpoena by the 9/11 
Commission and later analyzed by Vanity Fair revealed that the NEADS crew engaged in chases 
of multiple phantom hijackings due to exercise-related misinformation that peaked during the 
actual attacks. Vanity Fair stated: 


“For the NEADS crew, 9/11 was not a story of four hijacked airplanes, but one of a 
heated chase after more than a dozen potential hijackings—some real, some phantom— 
that emerged from the turbulence of misinformation that spiked in the first 100 minutes 
of the attack and continued well into the afternoon and evening.” 


Likewise, acting Head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers testified in June of 2006: 


“..we fought many phantoms that day. There were many phantoms... We got many 
aircraft calls inbound that morning that turned out to be phantoms.” 


Similarly, NORAD Battle Commander Bob Marr later told Newhouse News: 


“At one time | was told that across the nation there were some 29 different reports of 
hijackings.” 


Vanity Fair pointed out that the question, “Is this real-world or exercise?” can be heard over and 
over on the NEADS tapes. An exasperated Major James Fox, leader of the Weapons Team, said 
at 8:43 AM: 


“I've never seen so much real-world stuff happen during an exercise.” 


At 9:04 AM, when NEADS officers were told that a second hijacked airliner impact the World 
Trade Center, one of them replied, “I think this is a damn input, to be honest.” — referring to the 
false blips that were deliberately inserted into military radar screens as part of the exercise. 


Vanity Fair also quoted multiple exchanges between NEADS and the Boston Center concerning 
the phantom Flight 11, implying that the false report was attributable to the exercise. However, 
as we discussed previously, the 9/11 Commission dubiously claimed it was unable to find the 
source of the false report — only that the FAA was to blame for it rather than the military. 
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Consensus 9/11, citing various military records, pointed out Vigilant Guardian was not the only 
exercise running that day. Another was Global Guardian. Consensus 9/11 described Vigilant 
Guardian and Global Guardian as: 


“command level (high level) exercises that ran together, involved all levels of 
command, and were designed to exercise most aspects of the NORAD mission... [They 
were] sponsored by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff... [and were] traditionally 
held in October or November.” 


Further, there were “five related aerial drills that accompanied” Vigilant Guardian and Global 
Guardian (such as Amalgam Warrior, Apollo Warrior, and Crown Vigilance). The result was the 
busiest morning of aerial military exercises in United States history. Consensus 9/11 
summarized: 


“The rescheduling from October to early September of seven aerial drills... resulted in an 
unprecedented number of simultaneous drills that morning.” 


Consensus 9/11 further documented that many of the fighter jets and pilots that were typically 
on call in the northeastern United States were unavailable during the 9/11 attacks because they 
were supporting the exercises in Alaska, Canada, and other regions of the United States. 
However, the 9/11 Commission did not disclose this information or suggest that the drills 
affected the military’s response to the attacks. Consensus 9/11 stated: 


“The Department of Defense and the 9/11 Commission failed to report all but one of the 
exercises that occurred that morning. They also denied that such exercises slowed down 
military responses to the attacks.” 


This statement cited footnote 116 on page 458 of the 9/11 Commission Report, which stated: 


“On 9/11, NORAD was scheduled to conduct a military exercise, Vigilant Guardian... We 
investigated whether military preparations for the large-scale exercise compromised the 
military’s response to the real-world terrorist attack on 9/11. According to General 
Eberhart, ‘it took about 30 seconds to make the adjustment to the real-world situation. 
Ralph Eberhart testimony, June 17, 2004. We found that the response was, if anything, 
expedited by the increased number of staff at the sectors and at NORAD because of the 
scheduled exercise. See Robert Marr interview (Jan. 23, 2004)” 


Regarding the footnote’s mention of NORAD Commander General Eberhart’s testimony, during 
the June of 2004 hearing, Commissioner Roemer read Eberhart the transcript of one of the early 
instances when NEADS had to clarify whether they were dealing with an exercise or a real-world 
hijack. Roemer then asked Eberhart how the exercises affected the military’s ability to respond 
to the attacks. In response, Eberhart claimed the simultaneous exercises actually helped. The 
claim was plainly contradicted the general mood of confusion and disbelief at such a 
coincidence among NEADS personnel captured by the tapes analyzed by Vanity Fair. And it 
obviously omitted the aforementioned heated chases of around a dozen phantom hijackings 
and false radar blips. Here is part of that exchange: 
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Commissioner Roemer: “General Eberhart, a question about our training posture on the 
day of 9/11... FAA says at 8:38 in the morning, ‘Hi, Boston Center, TMU, we have a 
problem here. We have a hijacked aircraft headed towards New York...’ NEADS says, ‘Is 
this real world or an exercise?’ My question is, you were postured for an exercise against 
the former Soviet Union. Did that help or hurt?” 


General Eberhart: “Sir, my belief is that it helped because of the manning, because of the 
focus... | believe that focus helped. The situation that you're referring to, | think, at most 
cost us 30 seconds...” 


Similarly, during a March of 2005 defense budget hearing, Congresswoman Cynthia McKinney 
asked the former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Richard Myers: 


“The question was...whether or not activities of the four war games going on September 
11" actually impaired our ability to respond to the attacks?” 


In his response, General Myers omitted the fact that many fighters and pilots were unavailable 
due to the exercises. He also omitted the fact that all NORAD bases were required to be ready to 
have fighters airborne within 15 minutes at all times (per Major General Craig McKinley’s 
testimony) and were typically airborne in just 5 minutes (per sources at Otis Air Force Base 
interviewed by the Cape Code Times). Instead, he ridiculously claimed that the exercises 
“enhanced” the military’s response and that without them it would have taken 30 to 120 
minutes to find available personnel! Myers stated: 


“The answer to the question is no, it did not impair our response, in fact General 
Eberhart who was in the command of the North American Aerospace Defense Command 
as he testified in front of the 9/11 Commission I believe — I believe he told them that it 
enhanced our ability to respond... [A]II the battle positions that are normally not filled 
are indeed filled [for these exercises]; so it was an easy transition from an exercise into a 
real world situation. It actually enhanced the response; otherwise, it would take 
somewhere between 30 minutes and a couple of hours to fill those positions, those 
battle stations, with the right staff officers.” 


Now recall the last sentence of the aforementioned 9/11 Commission Report footnote: 


“We found that the response was, if anything, expedited by the increased number of 
staff at the sectors and at NORAD because of the scheduled exercise. See Robert Marr 
interview (Jan. 23, 2004)” 


NEADS Commander Colonel Robert Marr’s interview memorandum is a 9-page publicly available 
document. While the memorandum states that he was involved in planning Vigilante Guardian 
exercises and that NEADS was ready for the exercise to begin on the morning of 9/11, there is 
nothing in the document that suggested Marr believed the exercise “expedited” or in any way 
helped NEADS respond to the attacks. 


Consensus 9/11 concluded that the military and 9/11 Commission together helped cover up the 
detrimental impact the exercises had on the military’s ability to respond. Its website stated: 
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“Had the 9/11 Commission reported the full extent of the exceptional number of exercises it 
knew were operating that morning... statements by Eberhart... and Myers — that the 
exercises did not, by causing confusion, slow down the military response — would have 
seemed implausible... [T]his evidence suggests that: 


e The Pentagon, after creating conditions that confused the military response to the 
attacks, sought to cover up its creation of these conditions, and that 


e The 9/11 Commission facilitated this cover-up by not making public the information 
held in its records cited...” 


(Note: Consensus 9/11 also listed Marr along with Eberhart and Myers because it mistakenly 
attributed the last sentence footnote 116 to his interview. In fact, the sentence was the 9/11 
Commission’s own claim and there is nothing in Marr’s interview memorandum to support it.) 


Similarly, in 2006 Barbara Honegger (White House Policy Analyst under President Ronald 
Reagan, Senior Military Affairs Journalist at the Naval Postgraduate School, author of the famous 
1989 political exposé, October Surprise) alleged a deliberate military stand down by certain 
parties in the U.S. government and stated: 


“Scrutiny should also be leveled at the scriptwriters for the NORAD... emergency 
response exercises planned for and held on 9/11...” 


Sources: 

Barbara Honegger, 9/6/2006, “THE PENTAGON ATTACK PAPERS; Seven Hours in 
September: The Clock that Broke the Lie” 

C-SPAN, 3/10/2005, “Fiscal Year 2006 Defense Budget Hearing,” (Transcript of 
Representative Cynthia McKinney’s Exchange with Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Richard Myers) 

Cape Cod Times, 9/15/2001, “Local Reservists Await the Call” 

Consensus 9/11 Website, “Point ME-2: The Claim that the Military Exercises Did Not 
Delay the Response to the 9/11 Attacks” 

Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 
Vanity Fair, 10/17/2006, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing Transcript: Major General Craig McKinley 
Testimony 

9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: NORAD Commander General 
Eberhart and Acting Head of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General Myers Testimonies 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 458, Footnote 116 

9/11 Commission, undated, “NORAD EXERCISES Hijack Summary” spreadsheet (National 
Archives website, 9/11 Commission Series, Team 8 Files) 


The 7/7 London Train Station Bombings 

While it may seem like a striking coincidence for a real-life terrorist attack to take place at the 
same time as a drill simulating a similar or identical attack, 9/11 is not the only time this has 
happened. For example, on the morning of July 7th, 2005, terrorists executed suicide bombings 
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of three underground train stations across London during rush hour. The attacks killed over 50 
people and injured over 700. Later that day, Peter Power, Managing Director of the crisis 
management firm, Visor Consultants, gave a stunning BBC radio interview in which he explained 
that over 1,000 people in the public and private sectors were simultaneously running an 
exercise that simulated precisely the same scenario that unfolded in real life. Here is part of the 
exchange: 


Power: “At half past 9 this morning we were actually running an exercise for a company 
of over a thousand people in London based on simultaneous bombs going off precisely at 
the railway stations where it happened this morning, so | still have the hairs on the back 
of my neck standing up right now.” 


Host: “To get this quite straight, you were running an exercise to see how you would 
cope with this and it happened while you were running the exercise?” 


Power: “Precisely.” 


There were several other strange or suspicious facets of the bombing as well. For example, 
London Sunday Times (and Guardian) reported that all four bombs used in the attacks were 
“high-grade military explosives”. 


NBC News reported that while Al Qaeda claimed responsibility for the attacks on a popular 
Islamic militant website as retaliation for Britain’s involvement in the Iraq and Afghanistan Wars, 
the statement “contained an error in one of the Quranic verses it cited.” MSNBC translator Jacob 
Keryakes insisted: 


“This is not something al-Qaida would do.” 


Next, the Financial Times reported the week after the bombing that Prime Minister Tony Blair 
refused to commission a government investigation into bombings. This article appears to have 
been removed from the Financial Times archives, but the following excerpt is widely quoted on 
the internet: 


“Tony Blair will on Monday reject Conservative demands for a government inquiry into 
last week's London bomb attacks, insisting such a move would distract from the task of 
catching the perpetrators.” 


Additionally, BBC reported that at the end of the year-long trial of two of the bombers — 
Mohammad Sidique Khan and Shehzad Tanweer — evidence emerged that the British 
intelligence service MI5 had “watched and followed... [them] a year before the attacks as part of 
their surveillance...” When this came out, Parliament Member once again called for a 
government inquiry into the bombings, which Blair once again rejected, saying it would 
“undermine the security services.” The BBC further quoted Blair as telling Parliament: 


“| don't think it would be responsible for us... to have a full, independent, further inquiry, 


which would simply have the security service and the police and others diverted from the 
task of fighting terrorism.” 
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Finally, in 2009, numerous outlets (BBC, Guardian, Daily Mail) reported that British citizen and 
civil servant Jamil Rahman — who confessed to having masterminded the bombings -— filed a 
lawsuit against the British government for his having been intermittently tortured and 
threatened for two years into making a false confession of involvement in the plot. The BBC 
quoted him as stating: 


“They stripped me naked and said that if | didn’t say what they wanted me to say, they 
would rape me and my wife and burn her and other family members. They told me to say 
I was al-Qaeda and the organiser of the 7/7 [London suicide] bombings. They threatened 
my family. [The MI5 officers] they go to me: ‘In the UK, gas leaks happen, if your family 
house had a gas leak and everyone got burnt, there’s no problems, we can do that 
easily.’” 


Sources: 

BBC 5 Drive Radio Program, 7/7/2005, Interview with Visor Consultants Managing 
Director Peter Power 

BBC News, 5/2/2007, “Blair Rejects 7/7 Inquiry Calls” 

BBC, 6/25/2009, “British Man Details Torture Claim” 

CNN, 11/6/2013, “July 7 2005 London Bombings Fast Facts” 

Daily Mail, 5/28/2009, “MI5 Hit by New Claim of Torture Collusion as Briton to Sue Home 
Secretary Over ‘Beatings’” 

Daily Mail, 6/25/2009, “If | Didn't Confess to 7/7 Bombings MI5 Officers Would Rape My 
Wife,’ Claims Torture Victim — 7/7 Bombings” 

Financial Times, July 2005, “Blair Rejects Calls for Probe Into Bombings” 

Guardian, 7/11/2005, “Is This Just the Start?” 

Guardian, 6/25/2009, “Briton Claims He Was Tortured As 7/7 ‘Mastermind’” 

NBC, 7/7/2005, “Islamic group Claims London Attack” 

Sunday Times (London), 7/12/2005, “Terrorist Gang ‘Used Military Explosives’” 


Able Archer 83 
As an additional aside, military planners know that exercises can be used as a cover for real 
operations. In fact, Ronald Reagan’s Secretary of Defense Casper Weinberger once stated: 


“The difference between a realistic exercise or maneuver and what could be 
preparations for an attack, that line is sometimes quite blurred.” 


He was speaking from experience, having overseen the massive 1983 war exercise known as 
“Able Archer 83,” which simulated a first-strike nuclear attack on the Soviet Union and even 
involved a real radio-silent airlift of 19,000 U.S. troops into Europe. Declassified documents 
obtained by the National Security Archive at George Washing University over 30 years later 
revealed that the Soviet Union suspected the war game may be a cover for a real attack. As a 
result, the drill nearly led to a real nuclear exchange between the superpowers. 


Sources: 

National Security Archive, “The Able Archer 83 Sourcebook” 

National Security Archive Electronic Briefing Book No. 533, 10/24/2015, “The 1983 War 
Scare Declassified and For Real” 

Slate, 4/13/2017, “The Week the World Almost Ended” 
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CHAPTER 23 - GENERAL EBERHART 

Summary 

It is standard operating procedure for NORAD to intercept a flight if it has lost radio contact, 
turned off its transponder, and/or deviated off course (Guardian). NORAD scrambled fighters 
dozens of times per year to this end (AP, Calgary Herald). All four of the 9/11 flights lost radio 
contact, turned off their transponders, and went wildly off course, yet NORAD did not intercept 
any of them. As the Commander of NORAD on 9/11, General Eberhart was ultimately 
responsible for NORAD’s failures. Nevertheless, Eberhart was never held accountable or even 
criticized. 


After the second WTC impact at 9:03, it was obvious the nation was under attack. Nevertheless, 
at 9:30 (shortly before Flight 77 hit the Pentagon) Eberhart inexplicably decided to take a 45- 
minute drive from NORAD headquarters to the Cheyenne Mountain Operations Center despite 
knowing that he would be unreachable due to poor cell phone reception (Com-Eberhart MFR, 
WAPO, Denver Post). 


As we’ve already discussed Eberhart flip-flopped to accommodate the 9/11 Commission’s 
narrative regarding the cause of the Langley scramble and the timing of NORAD’s awareness to 
Flights 77 and 93 (Congress-Eberhart Test, Com-Eberhart MFR). He also ridiculously claimed 
that the massive military exercises held on 9/11 helped NORAD respond to the attacks (Com- 
Eberhart Test, Com-pg. 465 FN 228). 


Sources: 

Associated Press, 8/14/2002, “Scrambling to Prevent Another 9/11” 

Calgary Herald, 10/13/2001, “NORAD on Heightened Alert: Role of Air Defense Agency 
Rapidly Transformed in Wake of Sept. 11 Terrorist Attacks” 

Denver Post, 7/27/2006, “Military to Put Cheyenne Mountain on Standby” 

Guardian, 9/6/2003, “This War on Terrorism is Bogus” 

U.S. Congress, 10/25/2001, “Senate Armed Services Committee Holds Hearing on Role of 
Defense Department in Homeland Security” (transcript) 

Washington Post, 7/29/2006, “Military to Idle NORAD Compound” 

9/11 Commission, 3/1/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with NORAD 
Commander General Eberhart” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: General Eberhart Testimony 
9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” Ch. 1 Footnote 228, pg. 465 


NORAD Commander Eberhart Becomes Unreachable In the Middle of 9/11 Attacks 

As discussed, previously, NORAD is the military agency responsible for defending North 
American airspace. As the Guardian pointed out, it is standard operating procedure for NORAD 
to intercept a flight if it has lost radio contact, turned off its transponder, and/or deviated off 
course. In 2000 alone, per the Calgary Herald, NORAD scrambled fighters 129 times in response 
to aircraft that diverted from their flight plans, didn’t file flight plans, or used the wrong 
positioning frequency. Likewise, per the Associated Press, between September 2000 and June 
2001 fighters were scrambled 67 times to intercept suspicious aircraft. 


All four of the 9/11 flights lost radio contact, turned off their transponders, and went wildly off 


course, yet NORAD did not intercept any of them. As the Commander of NORAD on 9/11, 
General Edward Eberhart was ultimately responsible for NORAD’s failures. Nevertheless, 
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Eberhart was never held accountable or even criticized. Let’s examine Eberhart’s actions on 
9/11. 


According to the 9/11 Commission Report: 


“On the morning of 9/11 General Eberhart was in his office at headquarters—roughly 30 
minutes away from Cheyenne Mountain, where the operations center is located.” 


According to his March of 2004 interview with 9/11 Commission staff, Eberhart received a call 
from the Cheyenne Mountain at 8:45 to inform him of “the ongoing circumstance of a suspected 
hijacking on the East Coast.” After the second WTC impact at 9:03, it became “obvious” to 
Eberhart that “there was an ongoing and coordinated terrorist attack.” 


After failing to reach the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), General Hugh Shelton, who 
“was airborne at the time,” Eberhart “immediately contacted higher command authority at the 
Pentagon.” This statement was presumably a reference to Shelton’s substitute, acting CJCS 
Richard Myers. Although, as we covered previously, Myers made the disputed claim that he was 
on Capitol Hill during the Eberhart call, not the Pentagon. 


During the call, according to Myers’ interviews with NBC News and the 9/11 Commission, 
Eberhart said there were “several hijack codes in the system,” which is a reference to when 
pilots use their planes’ transponders to squawk the universal hijack code to air traffic controllers 
all the ground. However, this statement turned out to be incorrect since not one hijacked 
planes’ transponders squawked the universal code, per CNN. 


After the call, Eberhart told the staff that he then decided to stay at NORAD headquarters 
because “he did not want to lose communication.” However, just minutes later at 
“approximately 9:30,” seven minutes before Flight 77 hit the Pentagon, Eberhart changed his 
mind and decided to drive to the Cheyenne Mountain Operations Center. The reason he gave 
the 9/11 Commission was that things had “quieted down.” This stood in contradiction to his 
stated belief just minutes earlier that there were still “several hijack codes in the system” and 
the fact that there were still two hijacked airliners in the air. 


The 9/11 Commission Report said the 12-mile drive from headquarters to Cheyenne Mountain 
takes “roughly 30 minutes.” However, the Washington Post in July of 2006 reported that 
Eberhart took 45 minutes, citing possible bad traffic as an explanation. The Denver Post 
reported in July of 2006 that during the drive Eberhart “couldn’t receive telephone calls as senior 
officials weighed how to respond.” 


As we saw previously, Eberhart testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee the 
month after 9/11 that the “NORAD’s Response Times” press release was accurate insofar as the 
FAA alerted NORAD of Flight 77 at 9:24, Langley scrambled fighters jets in response to this alert, 
the FAA communicated information concerning Flight 93 from that point forward as well, and 
NORAD was prepared to shoot down Flight 93 as it approached Washington. However, Eberhart 
flip-flopped over two years later during his 9/11 Commission interview when the staff presented 
their new narrative that denied every detail of the NORAD press release and that Eberhart’s 
prior testimony before congress was false. 
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We also saw previously that Eberhart ridiculously testified in the June of 2004 public hearing 
that the “Vigilant Guardian” hijacking exercises that ran simultaneously to the real-life attacks 
“helped” NORAD’s response to the attacks. This was despite audiotapes from NEADS revealing 
that technicians there engaged in heated chases of multiple phantom hijackings due to a steady 
flow of exercise-related misinformation that spiked in the first 1.5 hours of the attacks, per 
Vanity Fair. 


Sources: 

Associated Press, 8/14/2002, “Scrambling to Prevent Another 9/11” 

Calgary Herald, 10/13/2001, “NORAD on Heightened Alert: Role of Air Defense Agency 
Rapidly Transformed in Wake of Sept. 11 Terrorist Attacks” 

CNN, 9/12/2001, “America Under Attack: How Could It Happen?” 

Denver Post, 7/27/2006, “Military to Put Cheyenne Mountain on Standby” 

Guardian, 9/6/2003, “This War on Terrorism is Bogus” 

MSNBC, 9/12/2001, “What Was Needed to Halt the Attacks? Cockpit Security, Quick 
Response Not in Evidence Tuesday” 

NBC News, 9/11/2002, “General Richard Myers Interview with Jim Miklaszewski” 
NORAD, 9/18/2001, “NORAD’S Response Times, Sept. 11, 2001” 

U.S. Congress, 10/25/2001, “Senate Armed Services Committee Holds Hearing on Role of 
Defense Department in Homeland Security” (transcript) 

Vanity Fair, 10/17/2006, “9/11 Live: The NORAD Tapes” 

Washington Post, 7/29/2006, “Military to Idle NORAD Compound” 

9/11 Commission, 2/17/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of General 
Richard Myers” 

9/11 Commission, 3/1/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with NORAD 
Commander General Eberhart” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript: General Eberhart Testimony 
9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” Ch. 1 Footnote 228, pg. 465 
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CHAPTER 24 - ANDREWS AIR BASE 

Summary 

On 9/11, the military airbase closest to Washington was Andrews Air Force Base — just 10 miles 
away. Andrews was not part of NORAD. It reported directly to the White House and worked 
closely with the Secret Service (WAPO). Astonishingly, on 9/11, no Andrews fighter jets were 
scrambled until 10:38 — a whole hour after Flight 77 hit the Pentagon (Com-pg. 44). 


This was despite the fact that the senior Secret Service agent in charge of coordinating the 
President’s movements (Nelson Garabito) and his FAA counterpart (Terry Van Steenbergen) 
discussed two additional hijacked aircraft posing threats to Washington D.C. shortly after the 2 
WTC impact at 9:03, immediately asked Andrews to launch fighters, and received shoot down 
authorization from Vice President Cheney (Com-Garabito MFR, Com-Steenbergen MER). It was 
also despite the fact that pilots at Andrews were instantly ready to scramble upon learning of 
the second WTC impact (WAPO, Com-Cain MFR, Filson-Rasmussen). 


The cause of the delay was Andrews’ Commander, Brigadier General David Wherley, who 
remained in his office and performed no action until after Flight 77 struck the Pentagon (WAPO, 
Com-Wherley MFR). Only then did he make the several hundred yard trip across the base to the 
fighter squadron’s headquarters, at which point he refused repeated requests by the Secret 
Service speaking on the Vice President’s behalf to launch fighters to protect Washington D.C., 
instead unnecessarily asking to speak to someone of higher rank (Com-Wherley MFR). In a 
notable deviation from all other staff interviews, Wherley was interviewed one-on-one by the 
9/11 Commission’s Executive Director Philip Zelikow, who was also Wherley’s professor at 
Harvard (Com-Wherley MFR). 


Sources: 

Washington Post, 4/8/2002, “Flights of Vigilance Over the Capital” 

9/11 Commission, 7/28/2003, “USSS Statements and Interview Reports” Garabito 
Statement and Interview Notes 

9/11 Commission, 8/28/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with David 
Wherley” 

9/11 Commission, 3/8/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Major John 
Daniel Caine” 

9/11 Commission, 3/30/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Terry Van 
Steenbergen” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 44 


Secret Service, FAA, and Andrews Pilots Immediately Prepare to Defend Capital; Pilots 
Grounded Until Attacks Are Over Due to Commander's Astonishing Inaction 

On 9/11, the military airbase closest to Washington was Andrews Air Force Base. Just 10 miles 
from the capital, Andrews was not part of NORAD, but was home to the President’s plane — Air 
Force One. It was also home to the 113th Fighter Wing of District of Columbia Air National 
Guard, or DCANG, whose proclaimed mission was “to provide combat units in the highest 
possible state of readiness.” According to the Washington Post, the DCANG reported directly to 
the White House and worked closely with the Secret Service. Astonishingly, on 9/11, no DCANG 
fighter jets were scrambled from Andrews until 10:38 — a whole hour after Flight 77 hit the 
Pentagon. 


291 


As we Saw previously, just after the second WTC impact at 9:03, the senior Secret Service agent 
in charge of coordinating the President’s movements, Nelson Garabito, established an open, 
direct line with his FAA counterpart, Terry Van Steenbergen. The two immediately agreed that 
the White House needed protection and all incoming aircraft should be considered hostile and 
Steenbergen informed Garabito that two additional planes were considered potential hijacks 
(almost certainly referring to Flight 77 and 93) and one of them had already turned around and 
was heading toward Washington D.C. This could only refer to Flight 77. 


Upon hearing this news, Steenbergen had his subordinate, Karen Pontius, call Andrews to 
request that fighters be launched. Also, Garabito called down the PEOC and he received 
Garabito received presidential shoot-down authorization, which he passed to Steenbergen. As a 
reminder here, are the key excerpts from their interview notes: 


Garabito Statement: “In EOC [Emergency Operations Center] for 9am meeting; second 
plane struck... Immediately called Terry Van Steenbergen at FAA - he said there were 4 
planes believed to be hijacked and 2 outstanding - believed to be traveling to DC. 
Nelson... contacted the PEOC and placed on speaker...” 


Garabito Interview Notes: “Recalls 3 separate groups of info reported by FAA prior to 
crash: (1) two unaccounted for planes, possibly hijacked, in addition to those that 
crashed into WTC; (2) one of the unaccounted planes was heading to DC...” 


Steenbergen Interview: “...Nelson Garabito of the Secret Service... was calling 
[Steenbergen] from the White House [Secret Service] JOC [Joint Operations Center]... 
within 30 seconds of the 2nd plane hitting the Trade Center... all inbound planes were 
considered hostile.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “/Steenbergen] had the three people in his office call over to 
Andrews, Langley... to see if they would launch some fighter pilots... Karen [Pontius] had 
worked at Andrews AFB, she made the call over there... [Steenbergen’s] staff had 
achieved what they were asked to do.” 


Steenbergen Interview: “Steenbergen said we needed fighters airborne... National 
Command Authority needed to give access to shoot down an aircraft. He told Nelson 
that he needed to get that, if fighters were going to launch to fire... Two minutes after 
Steenbergen suggested Garabito seek authorization to shoot, he responded that the Vice 
President had authorized the use of lethal force.” 


From these interviews, the long delay to launch fighters from Andrews seems inexplicable. 


The delay to launch seems equally inexplicable upon examining the reaction of personnel at 
Andrews. According to multiple 113" DCANG officers (Major John Daniel Caine, Supervisor of 
Flying; Major David McNulty, Chief of Intelligence; Captain Brandon Rasmussen, Pilot) 
interviewed by 9/11 Commission staff members, a number of the unit’s pilots and officers were 
in a weekly meeting when they were suddenly alerted of the second WTC Tower impact just 
after 9:03. They all immediately knew it was a coordinated attack and that they needed to get 
planes into the air. Pilot, Lieutenant Colonel Steve Chase told the Washington Post, “People just 
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launched into action... There was a buzz in the unit. People got on the radio and telephones to 
higher headquarters.” 


However, the cause of delay is apparent upon examining the actions of the DCANG Commander, 
Brigadier General David Wherley. Wherley did not testify before the 9/11 Commission, nor was 
he interviewed by its staff. Rather, in a notable deviation, Wherley was interviewed one-on-one 
by the Commission’s Executive Director Philip Zelikow, who was also Wherley’s professor at 
Harvard. 


According to the interview notes, as well as the Washington Post, Wherley never made the 
several hundred yard trip across the air force base the fighter squadron’s headquarters until 
after the Pentagon attack. When he finally did go to squadron headquarters, he rejected 
requests by two Secret Service agents (Ken Beauchamp and Beck Editor) speaking on behalf of 
Vice President Cheney to scramble fights and put a protective Combat Air Patrol (CAP) over 
Washington D.C. Instead he asked for “someone higher up the food chain,” per Wherley’s staff 
interview memorandum. All of this was unnecessary since, as we have seen, Garabito had 
already received Vice President Cheney’s authorization, which was then passed to Terry Van 
Steenbergen’s office and then to the Andrews Air Force Base. 


However, Cheney later denied all of this in his informal, off-the-record interview with the 
Commissioners just before the 9/11 Commission came to a close. Lead counselor John Farmer 
explained in the June of 2004 public hearing: 


“The President and the Vice President told us they had not been aware that fighters had 
been scrambled out of Andrews, at the request of the Secret Service and outside of the 
military chain of command.” 


Sources: 

Brandon Rasmussen, 9/18/2003, “Interview with Capt. Rasmussen and Leslie Filson” by 
District of Columbia Air National Guard website, “Mission Statement” as of September 
11, 2001 

District of Columbia Air National Guard website, “About the DCANG” as of September 
11, 2001 

Leslie Filson (author of 2003 book, “Air War over America,” published by the U.S. Air 
Force) 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

Washington Post, 4/8/2002, “Flights of Vigilance Over the Capital” 

9/11 Commission, 7/28/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Visit to Reagan National 
Airport Control Tower in Alexandria, VA and Andrews Air Force Base Control Tower” 
9/11 Commission, 7/28/2003, “USSS Statements and Interview Reports” Garabito 
Statement and Interview Notes 

9/11 Commission, 8/28/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with David 
Wherley” 

9/11 Commission, 3/8/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Major John 
Daniel Caine” 

9/11 Commission, 3/11/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Major 
David McNulty” 
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9/11 Commission, 3/30/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Terry Van 
Steenbergen” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing Transcript 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing Transcript 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 44, 464, 465 
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CHAPTER 25 - PRESIDENT BUSH 

Summary 

(1) On 9/11, President Bush arrived at Emma E. Booker Elementary School just before 9 AM, at 
which point he learned from brief conversations with his senior staff both in person and at the 
White House only that a twin-engine airplane aircraft had hit World Trade Center (Com-pg. 35). 
Every person in President Bush’s entourage and the people in Washington D.C. that they were in 
contact with claimed to be unaware that any hijacking had taken place at this time (Com-pg. 35, 
MSNBC x4, CNN). This was remarkable for three reasons. One, the communications capabilities 
of the presidential limousine were duplicative of the White House itself (Saint Petersburg Times 
(now Tampa Bay Times)). Two, as we have already seen, NORAD fighters had already been 
launched certainly in response at least to the Flight 11 hijack and strong evidence indicates 
NORAD also became aware of Flight 175 at 8:43. Three, as we have already seen, the Secret 
Service (which is responsible for protecting the president) joined the FAA hijack net when it 
opened at 8:50 and therefore certainly knew of the hijack. 


(2) For months after 9/11, President Bush repeatedly made the impossible claim that he saw 
footage of Flight 11 hitting the World Trade Center while waiting to enter the classroom even 
though no such footage surfaced until the following day (Boston Herald, Saint Petersburg 
Times, Wall Street Journal, WH Press Secretary). 


While in the classroom, at 9:05 Bush learned of the 2"! WTC impact at 9:03. Both he and 
everyone present immediately understood America was under attack (Com-pg. 38). Only Bush 
and Defense Secretary Rumsfeld had national command authority, meaning they could order 
the destruction of a passenger plane (Com-pg. 17). Nevertheless, Bush remained in the 
classroom until almost 9:15, prepared a speech until 9:30, and delivered the speech live from 
the school until 9:35. During this time period, neither Bush nor anyone in his entourage 
purportedly sought to contact the Pentagon to coordinate a military response. Also during this 
time, neither Bush nor anyone in his entourage was purportedly aware of the hijackings of 
Flights 77 and 93 (Com-pg. 38-39). This was despite knowledge of the Flight 77 and 93 hijackings 
being widely disseminated amongst top White House/Secret Service, military, and FAA officials, 
as we have seen. 


(3) Both Bush and the Secret Service were heavily criticized for their collective inaction despite 
knowing the nation was under attack (Saint Petersburg Times, MSNBC, Bamford). Numerous 
parties in Bush’s entourage, including Secret Service members, immediately realized Bush’s 
location had been public information for days and hijackers may target the school in an attempt 
to decapitate the government (Politico, Daily Mail, NBC News affiliate WFLA-TV). Bush later 
claimed he did not immediately evacuate the school because he didn’t want to scare the 
children (who would all have been killed if the school was successfully targeted) or cause 
Americans to panic (Bush). The Consensus 9/11 Panel argued that this breach in protocol by 
Bush and the Secret Service suggested insider knowledge that the president was never in danger 
(Consensus 9/11). 


President Bush spoke on the phone from Air Force One with Vice President Cheney between 
9:42 and 9:50 (Com-pg. 39). As we have seen, numerous media reports and White 
House/Pentagon/NORAD officials agree that the president passed shoot-down authorization to 
Cheney during or before this call, resulting in the near shoot down of Flight 93. However, the 
9/11 Commission said this authorization was passed during another Bush-Cheney phone call 
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between 10:10 and 10:15 (well after Flight 93 crashed) for which there was no documentary 
evidence the call ever took place (Com-pg. 40-41). 


(1) Sources: 
CNN, 9/11/2006, “The Situation Room,” (transcript) 


MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Andrew Card: 9/11 Interview” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Dr. Condoleezza Rice: 9/11 Interview” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Karen Hughes: 9/11 Interview” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Karl Rove: 9/11 Interview” 

Saint Petersburg Times (now Tampa Bay Times), 7/4/2004, “Of Fact, Fiction: Bush on 
9/11” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 35 


(2) Sources: 
Boston Herald, 10/22/2002, “What Did Bush See and When Did He See It?” 


Office of the Press Secretary, 12/4/2001, Remarks by the President in Town Hall 
Meeting, Orange County Convention Center Orlando, Florida; “President Meets with 
Displaced Workers in Town Hall Meeting” 

Office of the Press Secretary, 1/5/2002, Remarks by the President in Town Hall Meeting 
with Citizens of Ontario, Ontario Convention Center, Ontario, California; “President 
Holds Town Hall Forum on Economy in California” 

Saint Petersburg Times (now Tampa Bay Times), 7/4/2004, “Of Fact, Fiction: Bush on 
9/11” 

Wall Street Journal, 3/22/2004, “Government Accounts of 9/11 Reveal Gaps, 
Inconsistencies” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 17, 38-39 


(3) Sources: 
Daily Mail, 9/8/2002, “The Day the President Went Missing” 


George Bush, 2010, “Decision Points” pg. 127 

James Bamford, 2002, “Body of Secrets: Anatomy of the Ultra-Secret National Security 
Agency” pg. 633 

MSNBC (Phil Donahue Show), 8/13/2002, “911 Debate Opened Wide On Donahue,” 
interview with Kristen Breitweiser 

Politico Magazine, 9/9/2016, “We’re the Only Plane in the Sky” 

Saint Petersburg Times (now Tampa Bay Times), 7/4/2004, “Of Fact, Fiction: Bush on 
9/11” 

WELA-TV (NBC News affiliate), 9/11/2013, “Sarasota County Played a Pivotal Role in 
9/11.” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pg. 39-41 


Multiple Federal Agencies Track Hijackings in Real-time; Entire Bush Team Claims Ignorance 
On 9/11, President Bush arrived at Emma E. Booker Elementary School at about 8:55, per the 
9/11 Commission Report. Upon exiting his limousine, senior White House Advisor Karl Rove told 
Bush that a twin-engine aircraft had hit the World Trade Center. Then, just before entering the 
classroom, Bush spoke on the phone to National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice at the White 
House. Rice likewise told Bush a twin-engine airplane aircraft had just hit World Trade Center 
and then added, “That’s all we know right now, Mr. President.” 
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By this time, the FAA had informed NORAD of Flight 11’s hijacking (8:37) and of Flight 175’s 
hijacking (at 8:43, per NORAD, disputed by 9/11 Commission), Otis Air National Guard fighter 
jets had received the scramble order (at 8:46 A.M) and launched (at 8:53 A.M), and the FAA had 
opened the “hijack net” teleconference (8:50, per Dan Noel) to track the hijackings with the 
Secret Service. Vice President Cheney confirmed on Meet the Press that the Secret Service, 
which is responsible for protecting the President, was on the teleconference. 


Incredibly, every person in President Bush’s entourage and the people in Washington D.C. that 
they were in contact with claimed to be unaware that any hijacking had taken place. Here are 
several examples: 


e White House Chief of Staff Andrew Card, who was with the president, told MSNBC: 
“[When] It was first reported to me... [my] reaction was, ‘What a horrible accident. The 
pilot must have had a heart attack.’” 


e Adviser Karl Rove replied, “Yes, absolutely,” when his MSNBC interviewer suggested, “/ 
guess at that point, everyone is still thinking it is an accident.” 


e White House Press Secretary Ari Fleischer, who was with the president, said (per CNN), 
“[W]hen only the first tower had been hit, it was all of our thoughts that this had been 
some type of terrible accident.” 


e White House Counselor Karen Hughes, who was in Washington D.C. at the time, later 
explained to MSNBC, “...my immediate thought was what a terrible accident.” 


e National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice, who was in the White House office, told 
MSNBC, “I thought, what a strange accident.” 


e The 9/11 Commission Report concluded, “In the absence of information that the crash 
was anything other than an accident, the White House staff monitored the news as they 
went ahead with their regular schedules.” 


The claim of ignorance at this time is all the more incredible in light of Secret Service expert 
Philip Melanson’s statement to the Saint Petersburg Times: 


“In the presidential limo, the communications system is almost duplicative of the White 
House — he [President Bush] can do almost anything from there...” 


The Saint Petersburg Times further added that CNN coverage of the 8:46 World Trade Center 
strike began almost immediately and journalists at the school were already receiving cell phone 


calls with the news when Bush arrived. 


Only President Bush and Defense Secretary Rumsfeld had authority to shoot down a civilian 
aircraft. Page 17 of the 9/11 Commission Report stated: 
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“Prior to 9/11, it was understood that an order to shoot down a commercial aircraft 
would have to be issued by the National Command Authority (a phrase used to describe 
the president and secretary of defense).” 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/02, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” 

ABC News, 9/14/2002, “Moments of Crisis, Part 1: Terror Hits the Towers: How 
Government Officials Reacted to Sept. 11 Attacks” 

CNN, 9/11/2006, “The Situation Room,” (transcript) 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Andrew Card: 9/11 Interview” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Dr. Condoleezza Rice: 9/11 Interview” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Karen Hughes: 9/11 Interview” 

MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Karl Rove: 9/11 Interview” 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

Newsweek 12/30/2001, “The Day that Changed America” 

NORAD press release, 9/18/2001, “NORAD’s Response Times” 

Saint Petersburg Times (now Tampa Bay Times), 7/4/2004, “Of Fact, Fiction: Bush on 
9/11” 

9/11 Commission Public Hearing Transcript, 5/23/2003, “Panel 1: September 11, 2001: 
The Attacks and the Response; Panel 2: Reforming Civil Aviation Security: Next Steps” 
Politico, 9/9/2016, “We’re the Only Plane in the Sky” 

9/11 Commission, 4/28/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Emergency Operations Staff Manager] Dan Noel” 

9/11 Commission Report, 7/24/2004, pgs. 17, 20, 35 


President Bush Repeatedly Makes an Impossible Claim 

While his staff’s claims were dubious, President Bush’s claim was outside the realm of 
possibility. The Saint Petersburg Times pointed out that during a Florida town hall meeting on 
December ae 2001, President Bush stated: 


“I was sitting outside the classroom waiting to go in, and I saw an airplane hit the 
tower—the television was obviously on, and | use to fly myself, and | said, ‘There’s one 
terrible pilot.’ And I said, ‘It must have been a horrible accident.’ But I was whisked off 
there—I didn’t have much time to think about it.” 


He repeated the same anecdote one month later during another town hall meeting in Ontario, 
California. However, footage of the first WTC Crash was not shown on television until the next 
day. The Boston Herald later remarked: 


“Think about that. Bush’s remark implies he saw the first plane hit the tower. But we all 
know that video of the first plane hitting did not surface until the next day. Could Bush 
have meant he saw the second plane hit—which many Americans witnessed? No, 
because he said that he was in the classroom when Andrew Card whispered in his ear 
that a second plane hit.” 


Finally, in March of 2004, the Wall Street Journal quoted an unnamed Bush spokesman as 
stating this had all been “just a mistaken recollection.” 
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Sources: 

Boston Herald, 10/22/2002, “What Did Bush See and When Did He See It?” 

Office of the Press Secretary, 12/4/2001, Remarks by the President in Town Hall 
Meeting, Orange County Convention Center Orlando, Florida; “President Meets with 
Displaced Workers in Town Hall Meeting” 

Office of the Press Secretary, 1/5/2002, Remarks by the President in Town Hall Meeting 
with Citizens of Ontario, Ontario Convention Center, Ontario, California; “President 
Holds Town Hall Forum on Economy in California” 

Saint Petersburg Times (now Tampa Bay Times), 7/4/2004, “Of Fact, Fiction: Bush on 
9/11” 

Wall Street Journal, 3/22/2004, “Government Accounts of 9/11 Reveal Gaps, 
Inconsistencies” 


Bush Completes Photo-Op and Broadcasts Live Remarks on Site after Second WTC Impact 
President Bush entered the classroom around 9 AM for his scheduled photo-op. At 9:03, Flight 
175 crashed into the South Tower of the World Trade Center. Inside the classroom, numerous 
members of the media and Bush’s staff, including Press Secretary Ari Fleischer, immediately 
received the news via pager. Virtually everyone immediately understood it was a coordinated 
attack. Per the 9/11 Commission Report (pg. 38), at 9:05, Chief of Staff Andrew Card crossed the 
room during a lull in the children’s reading demonstration and whispered in Bush’s ear: 


“A second plane hit the second tower. America is under attack.” 


Despite receiving this news (9/11 Commission Report pg. 38-39), Bush continued with the 
photo-op until just before 9:15 at which point he left the classroom and entered an adjacent 
holding room. From about 9:15 to 9:30, Bush briefly watched television coverage of the burning 
WTC towers, talked on the phone to multiple officials, and worked on a public statement. The 
9/11 Commission Report said he talked to Condoleezza Rice, New York Governor George Pataki, 
FBI Director Robert Mueller, and Vice President Cheney. 


However, senior advisor Karl Rove told Campbell Brown of NBC News that he was unable to 
reach Cheney because he had already been evacuated to the PEOC. Although, as discussed in 
Cheney’s chapter, numerous sources said the Vice President was evacuated to the PEOC 
immediately after the second WTC impact at 9:03. (Sources included Trans. Sec. Mineta, New 
York Times, Telegraph, President Bush’s secretary Ashley Estes, White House Photographer 
David Bohrer, and White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke.) In this case, a call from Bush 
after 9:15 could have been taken by Cheney there, which would harmonize with Transportation 
Secretary Mineta’s testimony that Cheney received Bush’s shoot-down authorization before 
Mineta entered the PEOC at 9:20. 


In any event, the 9/11 Commission Report claimed that not one person in the President’s 
entourage, nor anyone they were in contact in Washington D.C., was aware of the other 


hijacked aircraft during this period. It stated: 


“Between 9:15 and 9:30... No one in the traveling had any information during this time 
that other aircraft were hijacked or missing. Staff was in contact with the White House 


299 


Situation Room, but... no one with the President was in contact with the Pentagon. The 
focus was on the President’s statement to the nation.” 


However, as we have seen, numerous parties in the FAA, military, and White House/Secret 
Service agree that there was broad awareness amongst them that Flights 77 and 93 were being 
reported as possible hijacks in this timeframe and that Langley scrambled fighter jets at 9:24 in 
response to these reports. Parties included Garvey, Belger (firsthand witness), Weikert 
(firsthand witness), Asmus, Schuessler, Steenbergen (firsthand witness), FAA, Air Force, NORAD, 
Eberhart, Scott, McKinley, Arnold (firsthand witness), Air Force, Marr (firsthand witness), Powell 
(firsthand witness), Mineta (firsthand witness), Riggs (firsthand witness), Cheney, Garabito 
(firsthand witness), Clark (firsthand witness). 


As a reminder, let’s review some of the statements from persons present at the White House. 
Secret Service agent Barbara Riggs during a 2006 interview at Cornell University stated: 


“Through monitoring radar and activating an open line with the FAA, the Secret Service 
was able to receive real-time information about other hijacked aircraft. We were 
tracking two hijacked aircraft as they approached Washington, DC, and our assumption 
was that the White House was a target. While the White House was evacuated, the 
Secret Service prepared to defend the facility.” 


Correspondingly, Vice President Cheney stated on NBC’s Meet the Press: 


“Flight 77... turned back and headed back towards Washington. As best we can tell, they 
came initially at the White house... Didn't circle it, but was headed on a track into it. The 
secret service has an arrangement with the FAA, they had open lines after the World 
Trade Center was [hit].” 


Likewise, the Secret Service agent in charge of presidential movements, Nelson Garabito, 
contacted his FAA counterpart, Terry Van Steenbergen, at FAA headquarters where the hijack 
net was being conducted just after the second WTC impact. The publicly available notes of his 
9/11 Commission staff interview with him (contained in a July 28, 2003 document entitled, 
“USSS Statement and Interview Reports”) state: 


“In EOC for 9am meeting; second plane struck... Immediately called Terry Van 
Steenbergen at FAA - he said there were 4 planes believed to be hijacked and 2 
outstanding — believed to be traveling to DC.” 


Additionally, in his 2004 book, “Against All Enemies,” perennial (since the 1980s) White House 
Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke, who led the White House teleconference, stated: 


“As | entered the Video Center... | could see people rushing into studios around the city: 
Donald Rumsfeld at Defense... General Dick Myers was filling in for the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs... [FAA Administrator Jane] Garvey read from a list... ‘Here’s what we have as 
potential hijacks... United 93 over Pennsylvania... [Secret Service Director Brian] Stafford 
slipped me a note. ‘Radar shows aircraft [Flight 77] headed this way.’ Secret Service had 
a system that allowed them to see what FAA’s radar was seeing.” 
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At 9:30, in accordance with his publicly announced advance schedule, Bush gave a brief speech 
in from of about 200 students, plus teachers, reporters, and staffers. He said: “Today we’ve had 
a national tragedy. Two airplanes have crashed into the World Trade Center in an apparent 
terrorist attack on our country.” He finally left the school at 9:35. 


Sources: 

Cornell University, Spring 2006 Alumni Newsletter, “President’s Council of Cornell 
Women: Spotlight On: [Deputy Director of the Secret Service] Barbara Riggs” 

NBC News, 9/11/2002, “Karl Rove: 9/11 Interview” with Campbell Brown 

New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

Richard Clarke, March 2004, “Against All Enemies,” (pgs. 1-7) 

Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “Timeline in Terrorist Attacks of Sept. 11, 2001” 

White House, 9/11/2001, “Remarks by the President After Two Planes Crash into World 
Trade Center” 

White House, 8/6/2002, “Interview of Ari Fleischer by Scott Pelley” 

White House, 8/8/2002, “Interview of Ari Fleischer by Terry Moran of ABC” 

9/11 Commission, 9/28/2003, “USSS Statement and Interview Reports” (contains Nelson 
Garabito interview notes) 

9/11 Commission, 3/30/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Terry Van 
Steenbergen” 

9/11 Commission Report, 7/24/2004, pg. 35, 38-39 


Inaction by Bush and the Secret Service is Criticized 

When the second WTC impact occurred at 9:03, Bush’s Secret Service agents and other 
members of his entourage instantly thought that the President might be the next target and 
that terrorists might fly a plane into the school, especially since Bush’s visit to the school had 
been public knowledge for days. Per Politico, Bush’s CIA briefer Mike Morell, who was present at 
the school, stated: 


“I was really worried that someone was going to fly a plane into that school. This event 
had been on the schedule for weeks, anyone could have known about it. Eddie [Marinzel, 
the lead Secret Service agent] wanted to get the hell out of there as fast as possible.” 


Per the local NBC News affiliate WFLA-TV, Colonel Steve Burns of the Sarasota County Sheriff's 
Office stated, 


“The [president's] itinerary was known at least for several days prior to his visit to 
Sarasota, so it was a real concern that maybe there was additional targets, even being 
the school or something.” 

Per Politico, senior White House Advisor Karl Rove stated: 
“Eddie Marinzel [from the Secret Service] came up to the president... [and] said, ‘We 


need to get you to Air Force One and get you airborne.’ They’d determined this might be 
an effort to decapitate the government.” 
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Rove also thought “somebody is going to be flying an airplane into the school,” per the Austin 
American-Statesman 


Per the Saint Petersburg Times, a uniformed marine who held President Bush’s phone turned to 
Sarasota County Sheriff Bill Balkwill and said: 


“Can you get everybody ready? We’re out of here.” 


Nevertheless, Bush did not leave the school until after he completed his speech at 9:35, more 
than 30 minutes after virtually all senior government officials knew America was under attack. 
Per the Daily Mail, “panic begins to grip aides grouped around Bush” while he is preparing his 
speech. Is it possible that the 9/11 Commission’s claim that no one in Bush’s vicinity knew about 
the additional hijacked aircraft was a cover for Bush’s choice to stay onsite and work ona 
speech instead of getting to safety and/or attempting to coordinate a military response? 


Both the Secret Service and President Bush later came under criticism for their collective 
inaction. The Saint Petersburg Times stated: 


“ „questions quickly arose about the president's actions that morning, along with those 
of the Secret Service, the agency charged with protecting him.” 


“One of the many unanswered questions about that day is why the Secret Service did not 
immediately hustle Bush to a secure location...” 


The article then quoted Philip Melanson, author of “The Secret Service: The Hidden History of an 
Enigmatic Agency,” as stating: 


“As soon as the second plane hit, the Secret Service should have whisked Bush out of the 
school... With an unfolding terrorist attack, the procedure should have been to get the 
president to the closest secure location as quickly as possible, which clearly is not a 
school. You're safer in that presidential limo, which is bombproof and blastproof and 
bulletproof... [plus] the communications system is almost duplicative of the White House 
— he can do almost anything from there but he can't do much sitting in a school.” 


Huffington Post contributor Kristen Breitweiser was one of the “Jersey Girls” — a group of four 
9/11 widows who were largely responsible for galvanizing political pressure which led to the 
creation of the 9/11 Commission, according to the New York Times (12/22/2002). In a televised 
August 2002 interview on MSNBC’s Phil Donahue Show, she stated: 


“It was clear that we were under attack. Why didn’t the Secret Service whisk him out of 
that school? He was on live local television in Florida... he is the commander-in-chief of 
the United States of America, our country was clearly under attack... | want to know why 
he sat there for 25 minutes.” 


Similarly, New York Times (10/10/2008) best-selling political author, journalist, and producer of 
ABC’s World News Tonight, James Bamford, wrote in his 2002 book, “Body of Secrets”: 
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“having just been told that the country was under attack, the commander in chief 
appeared uninterested in further details. He never asked if there had been any additional 
threats, where the attacks were coming from, how to best protect the country from 
further attacks, or what was the current status of NORAD or the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency. Nor did he call for an immediate return to Washington. Instead, in 
the middle of a modern-day Pearl Harbor, he simply turned back to the matter at hand: 
the day’s photo op.” 


In response to such criticism, Bush explained in his 2010 book, “Decision Points”: 


“I knew my reaction would be recorded and beamed throughout the world. The nation 
would be in shock; the president could not be. If | stormed out hastily, it would scare the 
children and send ripples of panic throughout the country.” 


However, scaring the over 200 children present (per the Daily Mail) was a trivial matter 
compared to the risk of death posed to them when Bush and all others remained onsite at his 
publicly known location for more than a half-hour after it was clear the nation was under attack, 
and even broadcasting a live speech to the nation before leaving. Likewise, sending out “ripples 
of panic” was trivial compared to the risk of the military losing its Commander-In-Chief (one of 
only two individuals with National Command Authority) in the middle of a massive terrorist 
attack. 


The Saint Petersburg Times reported that the Secret Service refused to “comment on security 
measures that day until the 9/11 Commission completes its work.” When the 9/11 Commission 
released its Report, it stated on page 39: 


“The Secret Service told us they were anxious to move the President to a safe location, 
but did not think it imperative for him to run out the door.” 


However, this statement contradicted the aforementioned reports that the Secret Service and 
other members of Bush’s entourage immediately considered that the attacks may be an effort 
to decapitate the government and that other hijacked airliners may target the school. 


Some accused Bush and the Secret Service of not evacuating because they had inside 
information that the hijackers posed no threat to the president. For example, the previously 
discussed Consensus 9/11 Panel argued on its website: 


“This break in protocol indicates that the Secret Service, at some level, knew that the 
President was not in danger.” 


Sources: 

Austin American-Statesman, 5/18/2013, “Famous Photos and a Man in One of Them” 
Consensus 9/11 website, 2020, “Point MC-1: Why Was President Bush Not Hustled Away 
from the Florida School?” 

Daily Mail, 9/8/2002, “The Day the President Went Missing” 

George Bush, 2010, “Decision Points” pg. 127 

Huffington Post, “Contributor: Kristen Breitweiser, 9/11 widow and activist” 
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James Bamford, 2002, “Body of Secrets: Anatomy of the Ultra-Secret National Security 
Agency” pg. 633 

MSNBC (Phil Donahue Show), 8/13/2002, “911 Debate Opened Wide On Donahue,” 
interview with Kristen Breitweiser 

New York Times, 12/22/2002, “Our Towns; Despite First Impressions, Kean May Be a 
Good Second Choice” 

New York Times, 10/10/2008, “Decades on the Trail of a Shadowy Agency” 

Politico Magazine, 9/9/2016, “We’re the Only Plane in the Sky” 

Saint Petersburg Times (now Tampa Bay Times), 7/4/2004, “Of Fact, Fiction: Bush on 
9/11” 

WFLA-TV (NBC News affiliate), 9/11/2013, “Sarasota County Played a Pivotal Role in 
9/11.” 

9/11 Commission Report, 7/24/2004, pg. 39 


9/11 Commission, Bush, Cheney Say Bush Authorized Shoot Down After Flight 93 Crashed; 
Numerous Other Sources Say Much Earlier 

According to page 39 of the 9/11 Commission Report, President Bush left Emma E. Booker 
Elementary School at 9:35, boarded Air Force One between 9:42 and 9:45, and immediately 
asked to speak to Vice President Cheney. Citing notes by Press Secretary Ari Fleischer, the 
Report quoted Bush as stating: 


“Sounds like we have a minor war going on here, | heard about the Pentagon. We’re at 
war... somebody’s going to pay.” 


As discussed in previous chapters, the 9/11 Commission on pages 40-41 said Bush did not give 
Cheney shoot down authorization until between 10:10 and 10:15 via a phone call for which 
there is no documentary evidence that it ever took place. The contents of this call (per footnote 
214 on page 464) were based on the 9/11 Commission’s private, off-the-record, not-under-oath 
meeting with Bush and Cheney. However, as we have also seen previously, numerous sources 
indicated the passing of shoot-down authorization from Bush to Cheney occurred earlier, such 
as during their 9:45 phone call from Air Force One or during a call before Flight 77 hit the 
Pentagon. 


First, White House Terrorism Advisor Richard Clarke, who led the 9/11 White House 
teleconference said in his book that he received presidential shoot down authorization from 
Major Michael Fenzel, who was with Cheney in the PEOC, as Air Force One was getting ready to 
take off in Florida. 


Second, the Air Force’s official 9/11 record quoted both NEADS Commander Colonel Robert 
Marr and his superior NORAD Continental Commander Major General Larry Arnold as stating 
that they received shoot down authority while tracking Flight 93. Marr repeatedly and in fine 
detail described this as happening Flight 93 began turning back toward Washington D.C. shortly 
after 9:30. However, neither Arnold nor Marr stated specifically from whence this authorization 
originated. Therefore, it theoretically could have originated from Secretary Rumsfeld since both 
he and Bush had National Command Authority. 


Third, both Brigadier General Montague Winfield and Acting Chairmen of Joint Chiefs of Staff 
General Myers likewise shared public firsthand accounts of having received shoot-down 
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authority from Cheney in the NMCC before Flight 93 crashed. Parts of their accounts were 
corroborated by Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz. 


Finally, reports by CNN and U.S. News and World Report stated that Cheney had received shoot 
down authorization from Bush by shortly after the 9:37 Pentagon impact and reports by the 
Associated Press, CBS News, and Washington Post stated that Flight 93 was nearly shot down by 
a nearby fighter jet. 


Sources: 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interviews of Army 
Brigadier General Montague Winfield, NEADS Commander Colonel Marr) 

ABC News, 11/29/2003, “Cheney Wields Unprecedented V.P. Power” (includes excerpts 
of Richard Clarke interview by Ted Koppel) 

Associated Press, 9/13/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 

CBS News, 9/12/2001, “Feds Would Have Shot Down Pa. Jet” 

CNN, 9/4/2002, “The Pentagon Goes to War’: National Military Command Center” 
Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense Mission,” 
pgs. 59, 63, 68, 71-73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs Office 
Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 

PBS News, 9/14/2001, “Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with PBS NewsHour” 
Richard Clarke, March 2004, “Against All Enemies,” (pgs. 1-8) 

Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of National 
Security,” pgs. 151-152 

U.S. Congress; Senate Armed Services Committee, 9/13/2001, “U.S. Senator Carl Levin 
(D-MI) Holds Hearing On Nomination of General Richard Myers to be Chairman of The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff” 

U.S. News and World Report, 8/31/2003, “Pieces of the Puzzle — A Top-Secret Conference 
Call on September 11 Could Shed New Light on the Terrorist Attacks” 

Washington Post, 1/27/2002, “America's Chaotic Road to War” 

9/11 Commission, July 2004, “9/11 Commission Report,” pgs. 39-41 
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CHAPTER 26 - SUMMARY MATRICES 
As we draw to a close let’s update and expand the matrix we saw in Chapter 5. The following 
four column headings have been added: 


e FAA Tracked 77 9:10-9:24 

e NORAD Learned of 175 Pre-Crash 

e Cheney Evacuated from Office and/or In PEOC Early 
e NMCC Learned of 77 Within Minutes of 9:20 

e 93 Nearly Shot Down 


Also, the following three evidence sources have been added: 
e White House Senior Advisor Karl Rove 


e President Bush’s Personal Secretary Ashley Estes 
e White House Photographer David Bohrer 
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Sources and Evidence Contradicted by the 9/11 Commission Report 


ALL 





FAA Hijack | FAA 93 
Source of Evidence Net Open | Hijack Nearly 
Shot 
Down 


FAA Administrator Jane Garvey (1) 
FAA Deputy Administrator Monte Belger (2) 

FAA Crisis Management Supervisor Michael Weikert (3) 
FAA Federal Security Manager Pete Falcone (4) 
FAA Emergency Operations Staff Manager Dan Noel (5) 
FAA Manager Lynn Asmus (6) 

FAA Manager Linda Schuessler (7) 






































FAA Chronology ADA-30 (9) 
FAA Chronology of Events press release (10) 
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The sources we have covered in support of this matrix include: 


1) 


2) 


3) 
4) 
5) 


6) 


7) 


8) 


9) 


9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 
11th, 2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. 
Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 10/21/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Administrator] Jane Garvey” 

9/11 Commission, 4/20/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Deputy Administrator] Monte Belger” (including handwritten notes) 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: FAA Deputy Administrator 
Monte Belger Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, 5/7/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Crisis Management Supervisor] Michael Weikert” 

9/11 Commission, 5/11/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Federal Security Manager] Pete Falcone” 

9/11 Commission, 4/28/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with [FAA 
Emergency Operations Staff Manager] Dan Noel” 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 
11th, 2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. 
Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Commissioner Ben-Veniste 
reading FAA document entitled, “FAA Communications with NORAD on September 
11th, 2001,” prepared by FAA Administrator Jane Garvey, Mr. Asmus, Ms. 
Schuessler) 

9/11 Commission, 3/30/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with Terry 
Van Steenbergen” 

FAA, 9/11/2001, “Chronology ADA-30, Sept. 11, 2001.” 


10) FAA, 8/12/2002, “Fact Sheet: Chronology of Events on September 11, 2001 (August 


2002)” 


11) NORAD, 9/18/2001, “NORAD’S Response Times, Sept. 11, 2001” (press release) 
12) U.S. Congress, 10/25/2001, “Senate Armed Services Committee Holds Hearing on 


Role of Defense Department in Homeland Security” (Transcript: NORAD Commander 
Eberhart Testimony) 

9/11 Commission, 3/1/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview with NORAD 
Commander General Eberhart” 

9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: NORAD Commander 
Eberhart Testimony) 


13) 9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Colonel William Scott 


Testimony) 


14) 9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Major General Craig 


McKinley Testimony) 


15) 9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Major General Larry 


Arnold Testimony) 
9/11 Commission, 2/3/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Major 
General Larry Arnold” 
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9/11 Commission, 6/17/2004, Public Hearing (Transcript: Major General Larry 
Arnold Testimony) 

16) Leslie Filson, 2003, “Air War Over America: Sept. 11 Alters Face of Air Defense 
Mission,” pgs. 59, 63, 68, 71-73, published by Tyndall Air Force Base Public Affairs 
Office 

17) 9/11 Commission, 1/23/2004, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Robert Marr” 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interview of NEADS 
Commander Colonel Marr) 
Newhouse News Service, 3/31/2005, “Commander of 9/11 Air Defenses Retires” 

18) 9/11 Commission, 10/27/2003, “Memorandum for the Record: Interview of Lt. 
Jeremy Powell” 

19) 9/11 Commission, 5/23/2003, Public Hearing (Transcript: Testimony of 
Transportation Secretary Norman Mineta) 

ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interview of 
Transportation Secretary Mineta) 
MSNBC, 9/11/2002, “Norman Mineta 9/11 Interview” by Robert Hager 

20) Cornell University, Spring 2006 Alumni Newsletter, “President’s Council of Cornell 
Women: Spotlight On: [Deputy Director of the Secret Service] Barbara Riggs” 

21) New York Times, 9/16/2001, “Text of Vice President Cheney's Remarks on ‘Meet the 
Press” 

22) 9/11 Commission, 9/28/2003, “USSS Statement and Interview Reports” (contains 
Nelson Garabito’s statement and interview notes) 

23) Richard Clarke, March 2004, “Against All Enemies: Inside America’s War on Terror,” 
(pgs. 1-8) 

ABC News, 11/29/2003, “Cheney Wields Unprecedented V.P. Power” (includes 
excerpts of Richard Clarke interview by Ted Koppel) 

24) NBC News, 9/11/2002, “Karl Rove: 9/11 Interview” with Campbell Brown 

25) CBS’ 60 Minutes ll, 8/29/2002, “Interview with Ashley Estes” 

26) ABC News, 9/14/2002, “Moment of Crisis (Part 2): Sept. 11 Scramble,” quoting 
White House Photographer David Bohrer 

27) ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” (Interview of Army 
Brigadier General Montague Winfield) 

28) General Richard Myers, 2009, “Eyes on the Horizon: Serving on the Front Lines of 
National Security,” pgs. 151-152 

29) General Hugh Shelton, 2009, “Without Hesitation: The Odyssey of an American 
Warrior,” pgs. 432-33 

30) Drs. Alfred Goldberg and Rebecca Cameron, 4/19/2001, “Pentagon Attack Interview 
with Paul Wolfowitz” (transcript) 

PBS News, 9/14/2001, “Deputy Secretary Wolfowitz Interview with PBS NewsHour” 
New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

31) Naval Post Graduate School Newsletter, Volume 1, Issue 10, September 2004, 
“Special Operations Policy Expert and Veteran Robert Andrews Gives Distinguished 
Visiting Guest Lectures at NPS” 
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Finally, here is a supplementary matrix that highlights a handful of media sources we have 


covered that reported anti-official narratives: 


Media Reports Contradicted by the 9/11 Commission Report 


Source of Evidence 


ABC, 9/11/2002 (1) 
Associated Press, 9/12/2001 (2) 
CBS News, 9/12/2002 (3) 








CNN, 9/4/2002 (4) 
New York Times, 9/13/2001 (5) 

New York Times, 9/15/2001 (6) 
Newhouse News, 1/25/2002 (7) 
Newsday, 9/23/2001 (8) 
Telegraph, 12/16/2001 (9) 

U.S. News and World Report, 8/31/2003 (10) 
Washington Post, 9/12/2001 (11) 








93 Nearly 
Shot Down 























Washington Post, 1/27/2002 (12) 


= Stated Directly 





= Implied 
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The sources we have covered in support of this matrix include: 


1) ABC News, 9/11/2002, “9/11: Interviews by Peter Jennings” 

2) Associated Press, 9/13/2001, “Passengers May Have Thwarted Hijackers” 

3) CBS News, 9/12/2001, “Feds Would Have Shot Down Pa. Jet” 

4) CNN, 9/4/2002, “The Pentagon Goes to War’: National Military Command Center” 

5) New York Times, 9/13/2001, “Inside the Bunker” 

6) New York Times, 9/15/2001, “AFTER THE ATTACKS: SKY RULES; Pentagon Tracked 
Deadly Jet But Found No Way to Stop It” 

7) Newhouse News, 1/25/2002, “Amid Crisis Simulation, ‘We Were Suddenly No- 
Kidding Under Attack’” 

8) Newsday, 9/23/2001, “Air Attack on Pentagon Indicates Weaknesses” 

9) Telegraph, 12/16/2001, “Revealed: What Really Went on During Bush’s ‘Missing 
Hours” 

10) U.S. News and World Report, 8/31/2003, “Pieces of the Puzzle — A Top-Secret 
Conference Call on September 11 Could Shed New Light on the Terrorist Attacks” 

11) Washington Post, 9/12/2001, “Timeline in Terrorist Attacks of Sept. 11, 2001” 

12) Washington Post, 1/27/2002, “America's Chaotic Road to War” 


As stated in Chapter 1, this book is available free of charge through my website, 
www.danielbecklessons.com. If you benefited from this and other books/papers/articles I’ve 
written, please consider supporting my work with a donation through my website. Regardless of 
whether you donate, thank you sincerely for taking the time to familiarize yourself with this 
important information. 


Also as stated in Chapter 1, most of the sources cited in this book (not including copyrighted 
books) can currently be found at these links: 


https://archive.org/details/httpsarchive.orgdetailswar-on-terror-according-to-msm-and-us- 





govt-support-material 


These links can also be accessed through my website, www.danielbecklessons.com. Public 
domain sources are not password protected. Copyrighted media articles/excerpts are contained 
in a password-protected Microsoft Word file. The password is: flightofficial. 
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“For God so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes in Him 
shall not perish, but have eternal life.” 


John 3:16 


“Do not participate in the unfruitful deeds of darkness, but instead even expose them.” 
Ephesians 5:11 


“I urge that... prayers... be made... for kings and all who are in authority...” 
1 Timothy 2:1-2 


If you know the Lord, will you please spend 15-30 seconds right now to pray for the spiritual 
and physical health and safety of my family and me? Thank you. 
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